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This report of the 197U Florida Parent Education 
Follow Through Program contains evaluation data pertaining to 
parents, children, teachers, and parent educators from 11 
communities. The program emphasis is on the development of: (1) 
nonprofessionals as parent educators, (2) materials for family use, 
and (3) parents as partners in the educational program of their 
children. Part 1 contains a rationale and an outline of the key 
elements of the program; Part 2 lists the program goals for parents, 
children, and for classroom and school. Part 3 describes program 
implementation procedures (including on-site training workshops and 
consultant visits) , the Policy Advisory Committee activities, and 
evaluation of data concerning parents, home environment, home visits, 
the children, teachers, parent educators, and home learning 
activities. Achievement results of children in each community in the 
program are presented separately. Appendixes, which make up more than 
one^half of the document, contain detailed charts on the evaluation'^ 
results and a variety of forms and materials used in conjunction with 
the program. (CS) 
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Institute for Dcvclopnicnt of Human Resources 
Follow Throui;h Project 

ANNUAL RLPORT 

I, Rationale 

A considerable body of research literature indicates that a major 
source of a student's pattern of achievement and motives for achievement, 
as well as his personality structure, is the home in which he grows up. 
The behavior and Pttitudcs of his parents, as \vell as the nature of the 
physical setting and materials provided, have a direct inpiict on his 
behavior before and during the school years. In particular, three 
elements of the home may be categorized: demographic factdrs (housing, 
income, ethnic membership), cognitive factors, and motional factors. 
The cognitive variables might be further defined as the amount of academic 
guidance provided, the cognitive operational level and style of the 
parents, the cultural activities they provide, tlie amount of direct 
instruction they engage in, their educational aspirations, their Irnt^uage 
structure, the frequency of language interaction, and the intellectuality 
they provkle such as in books, magazines, and the like. 

The parental emotional factors may be conceived of as the consistency 
of mana^;fii:ent rnul disciplinarv patterns, the parents' own emotional 
security and self-esteem, tlieir belief in internal versus external control 
of the euv i ronniont , their o:;n impulsivity , their attitudes toward school, 
the wi 1 1 iiif.ness to devote time to their children, and their patterns of 
work (Gordon, 1968, 1070). If thcbo factors do contribute to child 
performance, then one phase of the education il pro^'.riim should be the 
education of parents to bo av.arc of and use tlieir trilents to increase the 



achievement motivation, intellectual behavior, and self-esteem of the 
child. The Florida Parent Education Follow Through Pr\)grain, therefore, 
was designed to work directly in the home, so that the home situation 
miglit lead to better school and life performance. Most parents are good 
parents, interested and concerned about their children, with high hopes 
for them. Ail parents can continue to grow and leam ways to v;ork with 
their children, which helps them in school and life. The Florida Prog^ram 
assumes that parents are adequate; it is designed to enhance this adequacy 

Not all of the child's behavior, obviously, is a function of the 
home. The school itself plays an integral role in the intellectual and 
personality development of the child. The nature of the curriculum, the 
mode of teacher behavior, the classroom ecology, all influence not only 
immediate behavior but also patterns of belinvior for the future. Any 
program of compensatory education needs to work not only in the home but 
also in the sciiool. The Florida Program, therefore, provides ways of 
changing the classroom organization, teaching patterns, and uifluenclng 
the curriculum! in a Follow Through classroom thi-ough (1) the use of 
paraprofess lonal s and, (2) the develop] icnt , by the teaching team (teachers 
and paraprofcss i orKi Ls) of appropriat? ho.nc learning activities growing 
out of the ciassroo:: program, and tlic parents^ desiics and needs. 

The progiMii er.pliasis is on (1) the dcvelopiacnt of nonpiof ess iona Is 
as parent educators, and as effective participants in t!io classroom 
teaching process; (2) the development of ajipi opj'iate instructional tasks 
which can be carried from the scliool into the hoh\c to establish a more 
effective hu;,ie le.^7-nin.f: environment; and, the developi.iOiit of parents 

as partners in the educational piogram for their cUildren. Our b«"lici' is 
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that the mo^t effective progr«iin for children creates a partnership between 
home cinJ school, 'ihc goals are to bring about changes in the learning 
environ:iicnts, both home and school, so that the child's intellectual ai-.d 
affective development will be enhanced. To accomplish this, the key 
elements of the program are as follows: 

Key [llemonts 

Major elements of the program 'ire (1) the training of mothers (two 
to each classroom) in the role of combined parent educator and teacher 
auxiliary; (2) training tlic teacher in the use of paraprofessional person- 
nel; (3) development of materials for family use which take into account 
not only the school's goals for the child, but also, and eciu:illy, the 
family's expectations, goals, life style aud value systei.i; and, (4) 
involvement of the Policy Advisory Committee in all phases of the progrant. 

Both teacher and parent educator- are 'taught j./oCLdurci for the 
development of teaching tasks. The parent education activity consists 
of periodic (preferably once a v;eck) home visits in uliich the major 
activity is the deiaonstration and teaehiii^^: of the n^oth.cr in tasks that 
have been dcvi^>ed in school to increase tlio child's intellectual 
competence and i)ersonal and social development. A set of criteria 
are u^ed by the teaching tear.i in botli the de\ cioj^i ^ jiit and a^ses^' e.;t 
of their r.MteriaU. ResjUMK^ b i li ty ior curriculum (.levelo]);.:cnt reft'~, in 
the local co:n"5unity. Tn each coiii'iuiiii 1 y , a library of aciivitie/> has 
been developed which ciii\ hv used by any rollow "I'hrough teaclicr, iegardle:.s 
of grade level, uhen the activity matches the child and hoi.^, A learn iji.i 
activity (task) may be used for mjiiv children, or may fit just a feu. 
These tasks are develupcvl to enhance not onl\' t!n^ co^inifive or academic 
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development of the child, but also to strengthen the parent-child bond, 
to involve siblings, both older and younger, in t!ic Polloi'/ Throu^^h child's! 
learning. They are not ^Miomework but game-t>T)e supplements. They are 
not designed as "remedial work'* nor are they to be seen as serving ''problem" 
children. They are for £H children in the Follow Through classroom. 
As a part of the demonstration in teaching, the parent educator helps the 
parent understand the purposes of each task, how to perform it, and how 
to estimate the ability of the child to complete the task. But tasks are 
not a one-way street. The parent educator not only encourages the parents 
to develop their own adaptations of the material, she also actively 
solicits from the parents their ideas about activities which have worked 
for them, their suggestions for future tasks, and their views about 
schooling. These, in turn, arc used by the Follow Through teachers and 
parent educators in the creation of new activities, with credit given 
to parent-originators. In th](s^ fashion the school is influenced by the 
home, and the parent is enhanc/ed. 

The parent educator alsoSrcn^ves as the first line liaison person 
between the Follow Through program and the home. She serves as a referral 
agent for medical, dental, psychological and social services, by inforr..ing 
tlie mother of the existence of sucn services and, depending upon the 
community, establishing the contact between the lio;r.e and a representative 
of these services. This requires that the parent cdOcator understand the 
nature of other Follow Through and comiiiunity services in addition to 
understanding her role in the task area. She also informs the parents 
about PAC Meetings and other school functions, and encourat^cs involvoKKnt 
not only in task development, but in the whole range of coimnun i ty-school 
relationships. 



erJc .mho^ 



' - 5 



In the scliool, the parent educator serves as a teacher auxiliary 
implementing instructional activities through working with individuals 
or small groups on various learning tasks. A basic element in the Florida 
Program is the recognition of the paraprofessional as a member of the 
teaching team. Under supervision, parent educators perform a wide range 
of activities in the classroom, and are not confined to housekeeping, 
clerical or child care duties. Basic to the creation of sound home 
learning tasks is a knowledge of the child and his behavior in the 
classroom. By working with the children on school activities, the parent 
educator comes to know them. She thus can, after planning with the teacher, 
inform parents about the progress of the child. 

The parent educator spends about half her time in home visits; her 
load being half the families in the class. Her remaining tine is spent 
at school, working in the classroom, planning with the teacher, reporting 
to the teacher about her visits, and participating in inservice education. 
In several coirmunities , organized staff development programs in local 
institutions af--iugK;n^ education offer the paraprofessional additional 
opportunitiei f or person^il career development. 

A key per^^n in l(he program is the classroom teacher. She supei vises 
the classroon wbrk of the parent educator and vii^sists her in planning and 
implementin^'^e parent education activities. She, with the assistance 
of the paren^educators , develop:^ nvl selects the homo learning tasks. 
She briefs th^^ parent educator before the yisits, and receive^ her report 
after. In order to perform these duties, the teacher needs additional 
planning time, and many of the commuiut i es have built such tiue into 
their schedules. Further, the teacher locoives effoctiv-e technical help 
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from a second or third adult in the classroom in carrying out the 
general goal of reaching each child. She finds that there is 
increased parent understanding and support for her efforts. She also 
learns ways to work with other adults which increase her professional 
competence . 

Parents are encouraged not only to visit the school and the class 
room, but to take part in working with children in the room. Parents 
are not seen as observers or bystanders, but as people who can con- 
tribute to the education of all children. ITius, in a room the teacher 
may have several adults carrying out a variety of learning activities. 
She becomes, then, better able to assess and meet individual needs 
because she is freed from the tyranny of large class instruction, and 
from the myth that children only learn when the teacher is teaching. 
She learns, through the creation of all home materials, ways to reorga 
nize her classroom for individual and small group learning. 

The community appoints a full-time coordinator who is responsible 
for all components of the Follow Through program. The coordinator 
attends the workshop at the University of Florida and works closely 
with the program sponsor in implementing the Florida components. 

II. Program Goals 

As stated above, we seek changes in the learning environments 
and in children. The changes we seek in learning env ironment.s are in 
p.dult behavior and attitudes rather than in the physical setting. 
Specifically, we aim for changes in; 

1 . For parents , 

a. Increase parents* use of desirable teaching behaviors 
in the instruction of their children. 
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b. Increase or maintain at a hivh level the use of 
time spent with the child on educational recrea- 
tional activities. 

c. Increase or maintain at a high level the use of 
library community resourc es, reading materials in 
the home. 

d. Increase or maintain at a high level attendance 
and participation in school and class functions. 

e. Increase or maintain at a high level the amount 
of family centered activities. 

f. Maintain a high level of expectation for academic 
achievement for child. 

g. Raise or maintain at a high level the parents* 
feelings of interpersonal r^dequacy, competence. 

h. Increase or maintain at a high level parents* skill 
in relating to school, participating in PAC. 

i. Increase or maintain at a high level the feelings 
of control over the educational life of the child. 

2. For children. 

a. Raise or maintain at a high level the level of" 
self-esteem. 

b. Increase or maintain at a hi^ level cognitive 
development^ ability to ask questions, to know 
evidence, manipulate materials, use abstract 
language, solve concrete problems, organize infor- 
mation. 

c. Increase or maintain at a high level achievement 
motivation. • - 

d. Increase or maintain at a h^i^h level initiative 
and self-direction. 

5. For classroom and school. 

a. Increase or ruiintain at a high level teachers' skill 
in classroom management of other adults (para- 
professionals and parents). 
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b. Increase the teachers' skill in constructing 
focused curriculum materials (home learning 
tasks) and use of desirable teaching behaviors. 

c. More individualized instruction through use of 
other adults, and home learning tasks. 

d. Increa^ parent educator's skill in using 
desirable teaching behaviors in working with 
parents . 



>^ e. Increase parent educator's time in working with 
individual children and small groups. 

f. Increase parent educator's skill in planning 
with teacher for both home and school activities. 

g. Increase or maintain at a high level parent 
educator's self-esteem and sense of internal 
control . 

h. Help teachers' morale. 

i. Provide a model of home-school relationships for 
subsequent use in the school system. 

It will be noted that, in keeping with our rationale, the changes 

are not only in home but in school, and in the relationship between 

them. 

III. Procedures 

A, Tra i n i ng P rograms - Conimun i t i es 

One of the major continuing functions of the model sponsor has 
been to provide training activities for those people implementing the 
model in our eleven (111 Follow Through communities. The primary people 
receiving the training have been tlie tcacher-P. I:, teams, and PAC chair- 
persons jr»d parents, with the major trainifig cmjihasis placed on ail activ- 
ities related to the liome vi^^it and the relationship of the home to school. 
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All other support people (coordinator and staff, task specialist, 
principals p evaluation specialist, administrators) always have been 
part of the training , thc^t they may know what the sponsor 

was trying to accompli':>h, and to gain their support in accomplishing 
the goals of the model in their community. Until 1972, major train- 
ing activities were conducted at the home shop in Gainesville at the 
University of Florida during the summer under the sponsorship of EPDA 
funds • When EPDA funding ended our workshops were reduced to two- 
three day ^^essions for coordinators, evaluation people, PAC chair^ soub 
and parents and administrators. The emphasis was on reporting on what 
progress was being made in our program and planning for future activities 

Two workshops were held in Gainesville - July 16-18, 1973 and 
November 14-15, 19''3 - for the eleven communities participating in the 
Florida Parent Education Follow Tnrough Model to plan for the future 
of the project upon phase-out of federal funding. 

The purpose of the July 16-18 workshop was to explore with 
community power figures ways of continuing the Florida Model once 
federal funds were withdrawn. The workshop was attended by superin- 
tendents , 'school board members, project coordinators, PAC chairpersons, 

evaluation r^pocialists and pirents. See Appendix for the ^^^^^^^^ 
list ot" participants. 

The Xove^iiDcr il-lS, 1973 workshop was designed to assist each of 
our Follow Throur,h communities Jovolop its first phase-oat proposal in 
a new format :ind to meet what ve were led to believe was an ab-^olutoly 
rigid Deceinbex 15 deadline \vhich never materialised. Parts of 
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tue workshop were devoted to writing new letters of agreement and 
planning appropriate phase-out activities. 

Mrs. Rose Koury (U.S.O.E., Follow Through) assisted our communitie.^ 

{ 

with the new proposal format. No major changes in objectives for our 
model were made. Appendix H contains the agenda and a list of parti- 
cipants. 

B. Training Programs - On-Site Workshops 

On-site workshops of one wee/ duration were held prior cO the 
opening of school in each community for all Follow Through personnel. 
One or more of the following Florida faculty served as a consultant 
in the listed community for at least two days during the prescrvice 
workshop. 

On-Site Preservice Workshops 
August , 1975 



Chattanooga 


Dr. 
Dr. 


Ware 
Newman 


August 
August 


15-14 
20-21 


Houston 


Dr. 


Bess en" 


August 


13-15 


Jacksonvi 1 le 


Dr. 

Mrs 


Greenwood 
. Olmsted 


August 
August 


15-17-29 


Jonesboro 


Dr. 

Mrs 


Webh 

. Olmsted 


August 
August 


50-31 
30-31 


Lawrencebu rg 


Dr. 


Greenwood 


August 




Philadelnhi a 


Dr. 


Guinagh . 


August 


20-21 


Richmond 


Dr. 
Dr. 


Breivogel 
Bcsscnt 


August 
August 


20-2: 
2.^-24 


Tampa 


Dr. 


Packer 


August 


29-50 


Winnsboro 


Dr. 


Johr.:^on 


August 


6-7 


Yakima 


Dr. 


Ware 


August 


20-23 
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The training programs for these local, on-site workshops were 
designed to review the model with experienced teachers and P.E.s and 
to introduce the model to new teachers and P.E.s. Training was pro- 
vided in some of the following areas: use of DTBs , teacher-parent 
educator roles, preparation and procedures for parent educators to 
use on home visits and local procedures for linkage between the educa- 
tional component, comprehensive services, and PAC activities. However 
long the community has been with us we have not assumed that the pro- 
gram is ready to be fully implemented at termination of the workshop 
in new or old classrooms. We see our program as developmental. The 
preservice workshops are designed to enhance the skill of people who 
have been involved with us over a periou of time and to provide the 
entry skills for tho^e entering for whom it is Lhe first year. It is 
also a time to get feedback from those people operating the program. 

C* In-service Program Support - School Year On-Site 

1. Each community has a liaison officer. He communicates with 
the community, and arranges for the consultant's visit, briefs the 
consultant on the local situation, and then receives a report from him 
about his trip. (See Appendix I for memo from G.E. Greenwood and W.F. 
Breivogel to Liaison Officers and Consultants in reference to Consulting 
Procedures, 1973-74 and Job Description of the Florida Policy Advisory 
Committee Consultant). (For Liaison Officers' final report on their 
communities, see Appendix J.) 

The Liaison officer's role is a critical one, since to a great 
degree our program is responsive to changing local conditions and 
helping implement the model throughout the school year. Each liaison 
officer is a full-time regular faculty member of the College of 
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Education, University of Florida, who is released by his department 
from teaching one course during the academic year for this responsi- 
bility. (Noi:ma>''^course load in Foundations is seven (7) five-hour 
courses; iny^ementary Education, eight (8) four-hour courses). He 
is a basiic^member of the policy and administrative team. The liaison 

) 

officers i^lnd consultants meet regularly as a "Follow Through group'* 
to discuskl the overall program, issues and problems of each community, 
plans for lih J future. The inclusion of a.i liaison officers and 
consultants in the decision-making process means that the Florida 
Prograjn is a basic commitment of the Research and Development pro-^_ 
gram of the College of Education, with strong implications for teacher 
education. The liaison officers are listed below: 



Community 

Chattanooga 
Houston 
Jacksonvil le 
Jonesboro 



Liaison Officer 

Dr. W. Ware 

Dr. H. Bessent 

Dr. G. Greenwood 

Dr. R. Webb 

Lac du Flambeau Dr. E. Jester 

Lawrencebiirg Dr. G. Greenwood 

Philadelphia Dr. B. Guinagh 

Richmond Dr. W. freivogel 

Tampa Dr. A. Packer 

Winnsboro Dr. S. Johnson 

Yakima Dr. W. Ware 



Rank 

Assoc, Prof, 
Asst. Prof* 
Assoc . Prof. 
Asst. Prof. 
Assoc. Prof. 
Assoc. Prof. 
Asst, Prof. 
Asst, Prof. 
Assoc . Prof. 
Asst. Prof, 
Assoc. Prof. 



Department 

Foundations 

Foundations 

Foundations 

Foundations 

Foundations 

Foundations 

Foundations 

Elementary 

Elementary 

Elementary 

Foundations 



2. We provide two days of consultant service a month to the 
local conununity (sec Appendix I which describes the basic ingredients 
of the consultant vLsitl. Tlie consultant schedule of visits which 
were inado in 1973-71 follovvrs. It will be noted that the pattern of 
visits varies by community, and that "two days a month" is a guide. 
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In communities such as Yakima and Lac du Flambeau, distance as well 

as local needs dictated a different pattern. The communities and 

liaison officers develop the best local approach. 

3. During 1973-74, videotapes were again used as a part of the 

inservice training procedure. Each community was asked to send to the 

sponsor one videotape each month depicting teacher-parent educator 

planning sessions, home visits, follow-up sessions after home visits, 

or sponsor related classroom episode. Feedback on these videotapes 

was provided in one of two ways: (1). the next consultant returned 

the tape to the community and discussed its contents during his visit, 

1 

or (2) the liaison officer communicated the feedback information by 
letter. 

In addition to videotapes, each community sent copies of its 
home learning activities, the weekly observation reports of parent 
educators, and attitude and questionnaire information about the home. 
These data are used for program evaluation and to assist in planning in 
inservice training. Computer printouts of Parent Educator Weekly 
Report data provide the basic feedback to :Communities durin^^ the 
year. The^e printouts contain such information as: (1) percentai^e 
of possible home visits that arc completed. (2) percentage of parents 
working in the classroom, and (5) percentage of home learning activities 
being used which were developed by parents. These data plus feedback 
data on pre- and post*testing arc provided to the^ comn»inity both by 
mail and during consultant visits. All of these materials are 
explained to the Policy Advisory Committee, and no data are collected 
which have not been revici/od by that committee. 
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The program sponsor, the local education agency, and the 
parents are seen as a partnership team in which information flows 
back and forth, with the main objective being to enhance the total 
development of the child. In our model, curriculum content decisions 
are entirely the prerogative of the local community. The program 
sponsor attempts to enable teachers and parent educators to translate 
their content goals into effective learning materials to be used at 
home and in school to achieve what it is the parents and school wish 
to achieve. 

The program sponsor, through the continuous contact of liaison 
officers and consultants strive to keep all elements of the program on 
target, and to facilitate the development of the program. The role of 
the Institute is more than consulting services; it provides direction, 
support, and information, as well as some elements of the evaluation 
program. Within the framework of the program, however, there is con- 
siderable flexibility to meet community needs. 

4. In the area of leadership of the Florida Parent [Education 
Follow Through Program, 1972-73 was a year of transition. As Dr. Ira J. 
Gordon would bo on sabbatical leave during I9T5-74, he worked closely 
with and giaJually turned the lead<?rship over to the three persons who 
would direct the program during his absence. Dr. Gordon Greenwood, Dr. 
William Ware, and Dr. William Breivogel, with Dr. Greenwood assuming the 
major role. The position of Project Manager was filled by Pat Olmsted 
who supervised all Follow Through personnel and coordinated the flow of 
data between the communities and the sponsor. The central office staff 
also consisted of several graduate and doctoral students, and student 
assistants and non-academil^)e|rsonnel for data processing. 
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D, PAC Activities 

PAC activities are central to the program sponsor's goals and 
implementation activities. We view parent education far more broadly 
than what happens on the visit and/or a parent's involvement as 

classroom worker or volunteer, although these are fundamental to the 
program. We believe that parent education includes helping parents 
influence the institutional structure, curriculum and educational 
program of the school. 

During 1973-74, we continued to keep PACs informed of our consulting 
activities by sending the PAC chairperson the same consulting letter 
that is sent to the project coordinator and by arranging consulting visits 
so that they corresponded with monthly PAC meetings. We continued to 
involve PAC in decision-making about program and evaluation through PAC 
attendance at our planning conference in November, 1973, and a^our 
summer workshop for coordinators and administrators in the summer of 1973. 

In an effort to further strengthen all our PACs, we provided the 
consulting services of Mr. James Braccy, a former Richmond PAC chairman. 
Mr. Braccy made visits to seven of our eleven communities during 1973-74 
as follows: 

1. Winnsboro, August 8 - 10, 197i 

2. Chattanooga, October 7-9, 1973 and March 3-5, 1974 

3. Jacksonville, October 17 - 19, 1973; November 28 - 30, 1973 

March 12 - 15, 1974 and April 8-11, 1974 

4. Philadelphia, November 18 - 20, 1973 and April 29 - May 5, 1974 

5. Lawrenccburg, February 4-6, 1974 

6. Lac du flambeau, February 19 - 23, 1974 

7. HoustohvMay 14 - 17, 1974 
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He assisted FACs in such areas as: 

1. Heiping PAC officers understand their roles; 

2. Helping parent educators to understand PAC and encourage 
parent involvement; 

3. Organizing and reorganizing PAC committees; 

4. Organizing and reorganizing both city-wide and local school 
PACs; 

5. Planning various PAC sponsored activities and regular 
meetings ; 

6. Establishing election procedures and drafting of by-laws; 

7. Developing more efficient ways of spending PAC funds. 

A job description for the Policy Advisory Committee Consultant 
lows (see Appendix I). 
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E. Evaluation Procedures 

The 1973-74 year was the first year that the Florida Parent 

Education Program Sponsor operated under the revised evaluation plan 

which called for the model spoxL&^ to assume full leadership in 

evaluation. -\^'''''sucTr7-~fluieff time was spent working through unexpected 

difficulties which seemed to appear with gr<jat regularity. In addition 

to managing the new system for data flow and associated problems, 

« 

evaluation activity consisted of instrument revision and work on the 
master file. 

Instrument cons truct ion and rev^ision was confined to three 
areas: A Parent Interview, the Parent Education Cycle Evaluation (PECE) , 
and the Desirable Teaching Behavior (DTB) identification task. A 
parent interview had been constructed and used with parents in a local 
project in 1971-72. This intei^iew format was revised and used again 
locally in 1972-75. As a part of the 1973-74 evaluation, this interview 
was revised extensively and then administered to parent? in two of the 
regular Follow Through project sites. The second instrument-related 
activity concerned the procedure? for administering the PECH. These 
procedures uere revised to vield additional data which had not been seen 
as necessary at the time when the 1975-74 proposal was written. The 
third instrument related activity concenied the development of the DTB 
identification task. When the 1975-74 proposal was submitted on 
February 15, 1975; it had been anticipated that the Sponsor would 
develop a videotape containing ^hort segment? of interaction de[ncting 
each of the DTBs. After much effort, it became evident that the 
professional and technical expertise to produce such a tape was not 
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available. Thus, tl;e plaii of the evaluation u^is redesigned, and 

a papcr-and-penci 1 format was adopted. Verbal statements characterizing 

the varjous DTBs were generated and field-tested extensively. On the 

basis of preliminary results, statements were reworded. During the 

attempt to build parallel forms, it was noted that there was a warm-up 

effect. In order to compensate f or d i fferences since some communities 

had been practicing on a similar fonriat, two forms were devised: 

a short form and a long form. The short form was used for practice and 

the long form for reporting results. 

Another major task for the 1973-74 involved work on setting up 
a master file for Sponsor data. V.lien the Tiorida Parent Education 
PrcgrajTi began operation in 1968, the data files were not set up to run 
the kinds of analyses which are currently needed. In subsequent years, 
different project staff maintained different tvpes of f*iles. Thus, 
when the staff bogaji the job of building a master file using the 
child as the unit of record, little bits of data \\ere pulled together 
from various places. If then becaine evident that there had accumul::ted 
over the years a large number of coding errors. Tlie staff is currently 
correcting as many o/ these errors a? possible and a "complete" master 
file is anticipated during the fall. 

The last major task of the 19'75-74 year has been the processing 
of data from 1975-74 and the preparation of this annual rej^ort. For 
pur[>osc^s of continuit), tb.e basic organization of the presentation oi" 
results shall par<illcl the structure of the 19T'5-"4 proposal. In that 
projH^sal , obiecti\es vscre stated for the riajor "targets" of the progra.u: 
Parents, Children, Teachers, and Parerit I'ducitors. In general, all 
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communities were responsibl'fe for providing a basic set of data, and 
additional data were collected in selected projects. Results will be 
reported by target and by objective. Also, results will be reported 
for the entire program and for individual communities » ^Vhen individual 
conununity data become extensive, tables will be included in Appendices. 



Parents, as the primary target of the Florida Parent Education 
Program, may be involved in the program in a variety of ways. Such 
involvement must be assessed appropriately. This evaluation focuses on teaching 
behavior, involvement in Policy Advisory Committee, classroom volunteering, 
participation in the home visit program. Additional data include an 
examination of vertical diffusion effects, changes in the home environ- 
ment, changes in parent self concept, and knowledge of the Desirable 
Teaching Behaviors. 
Objective A. 1 

A. By the end of the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected 
sample of mothering ones will demonstrate an increased use of at least 
one DTE in teaching their children, as measured by the Parent Education 
Cycle Evaluation (PECE) , pretest-posttest . 

B. A randomly selected sample of follow Through mothering ones 
will demonstrate a significantly higher us^ of DTBs in teaching their 
children than will a sajiiple of comparison mothering ones. 

Initially, it was planned to collect data relating to these 
two objectives in each of four communities, ftowever, because of the 
complexity of PFCI; data collection in terms of time, expense and 
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number of ])coplc involved, the decision was made to gather dcta 
for objective Al (a) and Al (b) separately, involving two of the four 
PHCL communities in each objective. The design, data collection and 
results for objective Al fa) will be presented first followed by the 
same for Al (b) . 

Al. (a) The design for objective Al (a) was revised for 1973-74. 
As in pievious years the sampling model for this objective was three- 
stage clu.^ter sampling. First, six teachers were randomly selected, then 
one of the tvso associated parent educators was randomly selected. For 
each of the six parent educators selected, four mothers were randomly 
selected from the "population" of mothers regularly visited by the 
parent educators. In previous years the following videotapes were 
filmed with this sample: (A) 6 teacher-parent educator planning 
sessions, (B) :4 parent educator-mothering one teaching sessions, 
and, (C) 24 mothering one child teaching sessions. For 1975-74 the 
decision was made to divide the sajiiple of mothering ones into two groups, 
one group in which each mothering one uas taught the task by a parent 
educator and one group in which each ipothering one uas not taught the 
task by a j^arent educator. 

The number and typo of videotapes filmed in both 
community V and community I for the 1973-"4 pretext were as follows: 

6 teaclier- parent educator plannini: sessions 

12 parent educator-mother i n;^ one teaching; sessions 

12 motliering one - child teaching ♦sessions - uith mothcrin; 

one being tajij^ht for this |)articular task 

12 mothering one - ciiild teaehinf. session-- - with 

mothering one bom- rot IM . taught for thi^ particular 

task 

All mothering ones were from 'qualified' families and had children in 
Follow Tlirough (IT) classrooms. The videotapes were filmed locally and 
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then sent to the sponsor for observation, coding and analysis. Several 
observation systems were used with the videotapes, but only the data 
relating to the DTBs will be reported here. The DTB obsei^ation system 
involved two independent vicwings of each videotape with frequency counts 
for each DTB being made. The two observers then compared their counts 
and resolved differences by observing the videotape a third time. Five 
undergraduate students comprised the pool <: / DTB observers and a 
schedule was developed so that each possible pair of students observed 
a certain number of the set of tapes. Periodically all five students 
watched the same tape independently and compared counts to insure that 
they were all observing in the same way. 

Following the collection of the pretest data for objectives 
Al (a) and Al (b) certain data collection problems became evident 
in one of the communities in the Al (b) sainj-^le^and consequently this 
conununity \;as eliminated from the post-test saiTiple. Since Al (bj 
was an objective specifically requested by Washington, the decision 
was made to move community T to the sample for objective Al (b) for the 
post-test. Thus, post-test data collection for objective Al (a) 
occurred only in community P. ^ 

For post-test data collection in community P the decision 
was made lo have all mothering-ones be Non-P. E , -taught to provide data 
to look at: (1) how mothering ones who were taught a task earlier in 
the year uould teach this same task later in the year if it were not 
taught to them the second time, and (2) how mothering ones who were not 
taught the task either time would change their teaching behavior during 
the year. Thus, the post-test data tor objective Al (a) consisted of 
24 videotapes of mothering one - child teaching sessions with no 
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mothering ones being taught the task by a parent educator. These 
post-test videotapes were locally filmed and sent to the sponsor 
for observation, coding and analysis. 

The home learning task selected for the PKCL' involved 
reading the book UTiistle For Wi llie by Ezra Jack Keats. In the pretest 
P. n. -taught condition the three types of sessions (teacher-parent 
educator- parent educator-mothering one, mothering one - child) were 
conducted as usual but with this task instead of one locally developed. 
In the non-P.E. - taught condition standard instructions were read 
to the mothering one before she was asked to read the book with her child. 
In both conditions the mothering one was provided uith a sheet giving 
general suggestions for doing the task. Appendix? contains a copy of 
the standard instructions as well as a copy of the sheet of suggestions 
given to the mothering one. 

The data must appropriate to objective Al (a) is 
from the samj^le of motliering ones in coiTimunity T who were in the non- 
r.K. taught condition for both the pretest and tlie post-test. There 
were twelve mothering ones in this sample on the jiretest and ten of 
them were still avaHable for the ]^ost-test. Of these ten, seven 
showed an increase of at least one DTB, two showed no chaiige, and one 
showed a d<:crease. Using the sign tost on these data p<,05. Thus, 
it can bo concluded that in community I' a randomly selected sample of 
mothering ones did demonstrate an increased use of at least one DTB 
m teaching their children. 

Other data available from the revisions made to 
objective Al fa) are the number of DTBs used on the pretest by mothering 
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ones in the two conditions in the two communities. The means and 
standard deviations for the number of DTB.s used by P. E. -taught and 
non-P.n. taught mothering ones in communities _r and T are: 



X s .d. 

Coimnunity P 

PE-taught 4.42 1.73 

Non-PE-taught 2.17 1.36 

Community T 

PE-taught 3.67 1.64 

Non-PE-taught 3.42 1.62 



In both communities mothering ones in the PE-taught 
condition used more DTBs than did the mothering ones who were non- 
PE-tc.-*ght. This might be expected since the mothering ones in the 
first condition had the task taught to them and had the opportunity 
to model the behavior of the PE, However, the size of the difference 
between the mean scores for the two groups is large in community P 
and small in community T. In community P, mothering ones who were 
PE-taught used significantly more DTBs than did mothering ones who 
were non-PE-taught (t=5,50, p<.01). In community T the difference 
in the number of DTBs used by the two groups of mothering ones is not 
significant. 

Another type of data available is the number of DTBs 
covered in each of the three types of sessions in the PE-taught conditi 
on the pretest. The mean number of DTBs covered in the teacher-PE, 
PE-mothering one, and mothering one - child sessions in communities 
P and T are: 

Commun ity I^ ' ConLnmn itv T 
Teacher - PE 4.85^ 4,00 

PE - Mothering one 4,85 3.25 

Mothering one - Child 4.42 5:67 

In both communities the number of DTBs covered by 
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teachers is larger than that covered by mothering ones. In 
community P the PLs cover the sajne number of DTBs as the teachers, 
while in community T the PLs cover fewer DTBs than the mothers. None 
of the differences in number of DTBs covered within either community 
is significant. 

Another interesting thing which can be noted in these 
figures is that in all three tv-pes of sessions community P persons 
cover more DTBs than do community T persons. hTiether this is due to 
differences in prograir implementation or to differences in community 
characteristics is impossible to ascertain with the data at hand. 

One final set of data relating to the revision of 
objective Al (a) needs to be presented. In community P a group of 
mothering ones were videotaped at two points during the year, on the 
pretest they uere PU-taught and on the post-test they were non-PE- 
taught. There wore twelve mothering ones in this group on the pretest 
and ten of these uere available on the post-test. Of the ten mothering 
ones, cero increased in their use of DTBs, four showed no change in 
njJbuber of DTBs used, and six shoued a decrease. This data uould support 
the statement made earlier that uhen Ph-taught, mothering ones model 
the teaching behavior of the PI , 

Al.(b) Pretest data for objective \1 (b) were collected in 
cnrtiunities K and 0. In each comnunit) videotapes were filmed, 24 
o^ lollou Through (TIJ mothering ones teaching their children and 24 
of non-Follou Throufji (NFT) mothering ones teaching their children. 
All mothering ones m both the IT and NPT samjiles uere 'qualified*. 
'piP "uleotapes were made locally and ser.t to the sponsor for observation. 
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coding and analysis. Several observation systems were used with the 
videotapes, but only the data relating to the DTBs will be reported 
here. The observation procedures used with the Al (b) videotapes 
were identical to those used with the Al (a) videotapes. 

As mentioned earlier* certain data collection problems 
became evident in one of the communities in the Al (b) sajnple 
(Community 0). Thus, this community was eliminated from the pest -test 
sample for objective Al (b) and community T was used as a substitute. 
The post-test data collection in community T consisted of filming 48 
videotapes of 'qualified' mothering ones teaching their children. 
Twenty four of these mothering ones were currently in the Follow 
Through program and twenty four were neither currently in, nor never 
had been in, the follou Through progrcun. • 

The pretest and posttest data collection for Objective 

Al (b) could be summarized as follows: 

Community K Comnunity 0 Community T 

Pretifsst 24Q FT 24Q FT 

24Q NFT 24Q NFT 

Post'tcst 24 \q FT 24Q FT 

24 NQ NFT 24Q NFT 

All FT samples for objective Al (b) were selected by 
the sponsor from child roster information supplied by the communities. 

Criteria for the selection of the NFT s:uiiple were clearly specified 
by the sponsor \\ith the actual sample being drawn locally. In each 
community uhere a NFT sajnple was needed there was an evaluation '^pccijlist 
available to assist with the selection. 

The home learning task selected for objective Al (b) 
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was identical to the one used for objective Al (a). In each case, 
standard instructions were read to the mothering one before she was 
asked to read the book with her child. The mothering one was also 
provided with a sheet giving general suggestions for doing the task. 
(See Appendix F ) . 

The pretest data for objective Al (b) were analyzed 
with a multivariate analysis of variance program (BMDX63). A 2 x 2 
factorial design [communities K and 0, experimental and control) was 
used with frequency of use of the DTBs and the dependent variables. 
The results indicate that there is a significant difference in the 
frequency of use of the DTBs between communities K and 0 Cp<01) and 
that there are significant program effects (p<05). The interaction 
between communities and program effects is nonsignificant. 

Univariate analyses were then done to determine which 
of the DTBs significantly contributed to the differences found by the 
multivariate analysis. DTBs ^1,, #2, ^3 and #6 were found to be 
contributing to both the significant difference found between communities^ 
and the significiint difference found betuecn the experimental and control 
samples. 

These findi^s present the following picture. Within 
both conununity 0 aiid community K qualified I-T mothering ones use 
significantly more DTBs than qualified NIT mothering ones. A^so qualified 
mothering ones in community K use significantly more DTBs thim qualified 
mothcn'ng ones in community 0. The IT program is having a significant 
effect in both communities with the two communities operating at diffcicnt 
levels of usage of the DTBs. 
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Since the post-test data were collected with qualified 
mothering ones in community T and non-qualiTied mothering ones in 
community K, the data for the two communities were analyzed separately 
using one way multivariate analysis of variance procedures. In both 
communities there was no significant difference between FT and NFT 
mot^loring ones with regard to the frequency of their use of the DTBs. 

In summary, the data for objective Al (b) indicate 
that the program is having a significant effect on the frequency of 
use of DTBs for qualified FT mothering ones in comparison to qualified 
NFT mothering ones in communities K and 0, but not in community T. 
Also, no significant difference in frequency of use of the DTBs was 
found between nonqualified FT and NFT mothering ones in community K. 
Finally, communities 0 and K are operating at significantly different 
levels of usage of the DTBs. 
Objective A. 2 

During the 1973-74 school year, at least 50% of a random sample of 
parents will attend a PAC meeting (either school or city-wide PAC) . 

The procedures for assessing this objective differed slightly from 
the procedures as outlined in the proposal. Rather than collect data 
on a sample, it became possible to examine the entire population. 
The names of the parents of each child were entered on the claj;s roster 
in all comnmnities and sent to the Sponi;or, where a mastei list was 
built for each community. Attendence sign-in sheets were sent for each 
city-wide and building PAC meeting. \Sponsor personnel compared sign-in 
sheets vsitli master lists and compiled a file for each coiimiunity. The 
results were as follows: 



30 



Communities Number of Meetings Nun.bcr of Fami lies Number Families 

Represented 




K 
I 

M 
N 
0 
P 

Q 

R 
S 
T 
U 



66 
34 
16 
17 
62 
25 
15 
10 
152 
85 
11 



799 
802 
498 
246 
960 
427 
396 
682 
640 
729 
98 



181 
296 
125 

84 
138 
254 
101 

61 
198 
200 

49 



(9) 

(3) 

(8) 

(4) 

(10) 

(1) 

(7) 

(11) 

(5) 

(6) 

(2) 



24*i 

n% 

25% 
34% 
14% 
59% 
26% 
9% 
31% 
27% 
50% 



An examination of the results indicates that only two of the eleven 
projects achieved the objective as stated. Six other communities 
reached a 25% level of proficiency, and three communities (K, 0 R) 
failed to have 25% of the parents attend at least one PAC meeting. 
Objective A. 5 

During the 1973-74 school year, at least 25% of a random sample of parents 
will attend a PAC related activity other than a PAC meeting. 

As with Objective \.2, it was possible to collect data on the entire 
population, rather than on a random sample as specified in the objective. 
PAC related activities were defined as any parent activities either 
organized and/or sponsored by PAC approval. Sign-in sheets were forivarded 
to the Sponsor where evaluation personnel maintained a cumulative 
record for each community. The tabulated results were as follows; 

Commtini ties Number of Activities Number of Families Number Families "o 



Represented 



K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 



8 
93 

5 
18 
16 
11 

2 

2 

12 



799 
802 
498 
246 
960 
427 
396 
682 
640 



101 
174 

45 

37 
200 
115 

26 
137 

60 



(6) 13% 

(2) 22% 

(7.5) 9% 

C5) 15% 



(3) A 

(1) ^ 



Q 

R 
S 



(10) 7% 
(4) 20% 
(7.5) 9% 
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T 43 729 62 (9) 8'» 

U 0 - - - - 

The results indicate that only one community (P) achieved the 

objective as stated. ^Vjt additional five (K, L, N, 0, R) communities 

had more than 12. 5^6 ol the f aini 1 i es represented at at least one PAC 



related activity, wh 



why. 



c four communities fell below 10% (M, Q, S, T) 
in PAC activity attendance. Community U did not report any PAC related 
activities . 
Objective "A. 4 

During the 1973-74 school year, at least 20% of a sample of parents 
will volunteer in the classroom. 

At the beginning of the 1973-74 a variable number of classrooms 
was selected in each community. In each of the selected classrocU, 
sign-in slieets were maintained for parenlb uho volunteered in the 
classroom. These sign in sheets were sent to the sponsor and tabulated 
cumulatively. Evidence of success is having at least 20% of the 
possible families having been represented at least once by a classroom 
volunteer. Tlie data are presented jbelow: 

Community Number Kami lies in Clasisroo m Number F amil ies Volunteer ed % 

K (no data) - - - 

L 163 74 (3) 4S% 

M 158 40 (7) 29% 

N 153 30 (8) 23% 

0 159 66 (S) 42% 

P 148 7C (2) 47% 

Q 183 59 (6) 52% 

R (Insufficient Data) 

S 140 81 (1) 58% 

T 369 157 (4) 43% 

U 150 28 (9) 19% 

All communities reporting data except one (U) meet the objective. 



ERLC 
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The one exception was only short of the criterion by 1%, 
Objective A.S 

During the 1973-74 school year, at least- SCij of the homes will be 
visited at least five-sixths (5/6) of the number of visits planned 
(eg, 30 visits out of 36) as measured by the Parent Educator heekly 
Report . 

Each time that a Parent Educator made a home visit, she completed 
a home visit observation report. Using' these reports is uas possible 
to determine how many weeks the child was enrolled in the classroom 
and how many times his family received a home visit. Thus, for each 
family, it was possible to determine the percent of possible h. ' 
visits that a family actually received. Then, within each community, 
the number of families receiving 83% or more of the possible visits 
was determined. Tlie results are as follows; 

Community Number Families Number Receivint:^ 83%-^ Home Visits 



K 1166 573 (1) 49% 

L 842 ]50 (9) 18% 

M 587 173 (4) 29% 

N 323 31 (10) lO^o 

0 1171 296 (5) 25% 

P 514 101 (7.5) 20% 

Q 624 53 (11) 8% 

R 1141 225 (7.5) 20^0 

S 857 334 (2) 39^o 

T 1195 280 ' (6) 23'. 

U 156 59 (5) 38% 

y 

The result*^ at first glance appear extremely disturb jlig. Since X.\\c 

83% (5/6) figure had been arbitrarily dotermmed, <i recduntini; of families 

receiving at least oO'l; of the possible number o\ liomc visits was complotod. 



The results are as follo\\!>: 
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Communi ty Number Families Number Rec eiving 60'^o-«- Ilo mg^^ Visits % 

K 1166 931 (1.5) 80^. • 

L 842 421 (8) S0% 

M 587 467 (1.5) 80^a 

N 323 119 (11) 11% 

0 1171 863 (4) 741 

P 514 339 (6) 66^0 

Q 624 264 (10) 421 

R 1141 524 (9) 46^ 

S 857 628 (5) 73'o 

T 1195 698 (7) 58^ 

U 156 123 (3) 79% 



An inspection of the home visit percentage data clearly indicates that 
the eleven communities are falling far short of tlic criterion (80° receiving 
5/6 of the possible home visits). In fact, in only two communities 
are 2>0% of the fanilies receiving 3/3 of the visits. These data might 
suggest that niore atten' ion needs to be devoted to irprescifig principals 
and classroon teachers with the imi^ortance of making home visits. 
Objective A. 6 

During the 19"3-74 school year, parents will serve on PAC committees 
dealing with matters of personnel selection, proposal writing, task 
writing and/or ta^k evaluation, grievances, comprehensive services, and 
project evaluation. Furthermore, these parents will be active in making 
decisions about the progran!. 
Objective v. 7 

During the 1973-74 school year, the PAC will have an impact on the 
total school progriiin as evidenced by contact with school board, etc. 

The original intent was to deal with these two ol\icctives separately. 
However, ulien the coiiununitie^ submitted their dtita for content analvsis, 
it became apparent that apju'cpriate data would not be available. Thus, 
data (PAC minutes, etc.) were analyzed to identify decisions that had been 
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made by parents which were pertinent to the f^ollow Througli program. 
A descrij)tive analysis has been prepared which shows the number of 
City-wide nectings, building I'AC meetings, committee meetings, and 
the number of decisions which could be identified from minutes. A 
summary statistic has been calculated by dividing the number of 
decisions by the nur'ber of PAC meetings (city-wide and building). 
Coniniunity Number Ci ty-wide Number Bui Iding Number C ornimnity Number 





Meetings 


Meetings 


Meet ings 


Decisions 


Dec./Mtg 


K 


8 


35 


43(3) 


12 


25 


0.58 (8) 


L 


9 


79 


88(1) 


9 


11 


0.12 (10 


M 


11 






14 


12 


1.09 (4) 


N 


12 






13 


24 


2.00 (1) 


0 


9 


9 


18(6) 




2 


0.11 (4) 


P 


6 


18 


24(4) 


14 


23 


0.96 (7) 


Q 


4 


9 


13(7) 


1 


3 


0.23 (9) 


R 


9 


0 


9(8) 


14 


16 


1.78 (2) 


S 


24 


22 


46(2) 


15 


48 


1.04 (5) 


T 


15 


8 


25(5) 


31 


34 


1.48 (3) 


U 


9 






6 


9 


1.00 (6) 



Examination of the \\\C activity data reveals several different patterns 
of functioning. Ml communities liold city wide PAC meetings. Beyond 
that function, Severn) of the larger communities appear to hold PAC 
meetings at the building level (e.g., K, L, P S S) . Also, many of the 
comm.uni t i Cb. appear to utilize cnnuni ttees to accomplish tlie work of the 
PAC. It ib interesting to note tiiat two of tlie largest centers (0 and Q) 
do not seein to use committees. Tiiesc two coinrun 1 1 ic^ Join coiranunity b 
as being the three lowest center.-^ in terms of tlie number of decisions 
made [^cr meeting. it may be that communitie/^ wliicli don't u^e committees 
may spend a disproportionate amount of i'*\C meeting tine discussing issues 
without reaching some sort of decision. 




Avg . No . 
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Additional Parent Data 

Beyond the basic set of data on parents which was presented above, 
several conLTiunities supplied additional data to the Sponsor. Two 
communities (K and 0) submitted data which could be used to investigate 
the phenomenon of vertical diffusion, a measure of family institutional 
change. Another measure pf the home situation, the Home Environment 
Review (lir.R) was collected in communities L, Q and S. Community S also 
collected data on changes in parental self concept using the How I See 
Myself (IIISM) and on parents' ability to identify the Desirable 
Teaching Behaviors. 
Vertical Diffusion 

Both conununities K and 0 collected data which could be used to look 
for the possible incidence of vertical diffusion: that is, evidence 
concerning uhether the effects of the program are extending beyond the 
child being served to other members of the family. Since the data 
were collected differently in the two communities, the data ^e reported 
separately. 

CommunitN* K has an extensive prograjn of preschool programs. Children 
entering the Headstart program in the Fall of 1973 were tested with the 
Preschool Inventor)' (PSI). On the basis of records, it was possible to 
differentiate families concerning family exposure to comj^ensatory 
education. Tht childrens' PSI scores uere classified into four grouj'^s : 
children coming from families with no prior exposure, children coming 
from families where older children had participated in f-ollow Through, 
children who had particijMted in a progr;im for 5-4 ycar-olds but whose 
families had not part i cij^ated in i'ollow Through, ;ind children uho hud 
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participated in the program for 3-4 year-olds and whose families had 
participated in Follow Through. These four groups were considered as 
a 2 X 2 factorial design and the sex of the child was included as a 
third factor. Thus, the Fall 1975 PSI rav scores of 56 children were 
analysed as a 2 x 2 x 2 factorial design with age-in-months employed 
as a covariate. The group sizes and adjusted means are presented below: 

3-4 Year-Old Program No 3-4 Year-Old Program 
Girls n=6 n=9 



Follow Through 
Fami Iv 



Boys 



X = 41.60 



n=8 



X = 48.11 
ADJ 



n=5 



Girls 

Non-Follou TTiroueh 



Family 



Boys 



X = 34.97 



n=7 



n=7 



X = 48.00 



X - 49.90 



n=5 



^ ADJ = 35.88 



n=9 
ADJ 



The results of the analysis of covariance are summari:ed below; 



Source 


SS 




df 


MS 




E 




Sex (S) 


2 


.29 


1 


2 


29 


0. 


02 


Follow Through 


(FT) 31 


.60 


1 


31 


60 


0. 


33 


PreSchool Progr 


am (PS)0 


07 


1 


0 


.07 


0. 


00 


SxFT 


105 


72 


1 


105 


72 


1 


11 


SxPS 


141 


99 


1 


141 


99 


1. 


49 


FTxPS 


1151 


11 


1 


1551 


11 


16. 


38 


SxFTxilB 


11 


74 


1 


11 


74 


0. 


12 


Error 


4450 


95 


47 


94 


70 







Initially focusin^i; on the effect of interest, FT, indicates no 
significant difference. However the FT x interaction effect is 
statistically significant (p<.01). An examination of the group means 
suggests some perplexing results: The children who had participated 
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in the preschool program and whose families had received hou3e visits through 
Project I'd low Through appear to be functioning at the same level as the 
control group. Children who had either participated in the preschool 
program or whose families had received home visits from Follow Through 
(for older siblings) but not both, seem to be functioning substantially 
higher than the control group. One might conclude that either a pre- 
school program (direct experience) or Follow Through family participation 
(indirect experience) may improve the child*s performance, but that a 
combination of programs is not effective. A m^^.^e reasonable exj^lanation 
Is that a bad sample has been obtained and that perhaps the "combined" 
group should be disregarded. Thus, one might tntatively conclude that 
a family's participation in project Follow Through does improve ,^ . formance 
on the PSI by younger siblings. This interpretation is consistent with 
the findings in this project based on Fall, 1972 test results and reported 
in the Sponsor 1972-75 Annual Report. 

The vertical diffusion data supplied by community 0 also included 
the I\SI as the dependent variable. Children were classified by sex, 
ethnic origin (Black and Mexi can -American) , and years of family experience 
in parent education (0 (control), 1, or 2). Ml children were low- 
income with previous Head Start experience and were tested as tlicy 
entered kindergarten in the F'ail of 1973. 'Ihe Pbl scores were analyzed 
as a 2 X 2 X 3 factorial design with age at the time of testing as a 
covariale. 'Ihe adjusted PSI me.ms and sample sizes are shown below: 
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Years of Parent Blacks Mexican-American 



Education 


Boys 




Girls 




Boys 


Girls 


0 


n=14 




n=ll 




n=9 


n=10 




XADJ= 


42.78 


XADJ=50.03 




XADJ=47.07 


XADJ=47.99 


1 


n=4 




n=3 




n=4 


n=4 




^ADJ= 


52.33 


Xadj=50.43 




Xadj=43.47 


^ADJ='*^-50 


2 


n=10 




n=3 




n=3 






^ADJ= 


57.00 


^ADJ=54.89 




W49.42 




The resuits 


of the 


analysis of covariance 


arc summarized 


below : 


Source 




SS 


df 


MS 


F 




Ethnic Group (A) 


102.32 


1 


102. 


32 1.47 




Sex (B) 




70.62 


1 


70. 


62 1.01 




Years (C) 




464.02 


-> 


232. 


01 3.53* 




AB 




21.09 


1 


21. 


09 0.30 




AC 




144.18 


2 


72. 


03 1.03 




BC 




29.84 


2 


14. 


92 0.21 




ABC 




188.10 


2 


94. 


05 1.55 




Error 




4461.44 


64 


69. 


71 





A preliminary inspection of the analysis of covariance results indicated 
significant differences associated only with the factor of number of years 
in parent education. A follow up analysis employed pair-wise comparisons 
to further study the data. Results indicated a significant difference 
only for the comparison children (0 yearsl versus the children whose 
families had been involved with parent education for least two years 
(t = 2.48, p<.On. 

On the basis of the data provided from t\sO conunun itics , it seems 
reasonable to conclude that there are vertical diffusion effects in the 
Florida Parent fducation Proi^ram. It \sOuid appear that involvement m 
parent education may change the manner m whicii parents \sork \vith children, 
so that youn^^,er children in the fanul\' receive benefits indirectly from 
the program. 



! 0 
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Home Environment 

Another way of looking at changes in the home is to interview parents 
about selected aspects of the home environment. The Home Environment 
Review is a semi -structured interview which measures 9 environmental 
piocess characteristics. Data were gathered in Communities L, Q and S on 
a pretest-posttest basis. These data were analyzed separately for 
qualified and nonqualified homes. Analyses were completed for both 
the communities pooled and also for communities separately. The means 
and standard deviations on pretest and post-test are displayed in 
Tables 1 and 2 for qualified and nonqualified fajnilies for total program. 
The individual community results have been displayed in Tables 5, 4, 
5, 6, and 7 accordingly. There was no data from Con^munity Q on non- 
qualified families. 

Multivariate tests were coi ^ileted testing the li^^othesis that the 
nine gains were simultaneously equal to zero. Then examining the 
558 qualified faniiics for the total program, the null hv-pothesis 
was rejected (K = 7.26, 95S49df, p<.01). An inspection of the gains 
in Table 1 would suggest tluit the qualified families gamed on 
Variables 2, S, 7 and 8. IVhen looking at the results from the 82 non- 
qualified fajiulies, the null lu^^tothes i s uas not rejected (T = 1.34, 9 h 
73df , p > .20) . 

Similar multivariate tests uere corj^letcd for tlie qualified and non- 
qualified familit^s in the respective comniunitic^. 'Ihe results ^Ui^^gested 
that m CoPinunit) qualwieJ families gained on ihc III \l (I-t..53, 9'u:^^Wi\ 
p<.01), uith particular gJin^ on \'ariahies 2, 7, ^8. Ihe noni|Ual i f i ed 
families in Connunity L showed no sirnificant chan^io-. (1^1.20, ^'.S49df. v>.2 
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Although some of the variables indicated relatively large shifts, the 
elements of the variance-covariance matrix were too large to permit the 
identification of a significant gain. 

The results from Community Q indicated no significant differences 
(F=l.-49 9 § 83dF, p>.20) for qualified families. There were no data 
from nonqualified families. 

The data from qualified families in Community S indicated a 
significant gain on the HER (F=2.39, 9566df, p<.05). An inspection of 
the individual variable gains in Table 6 indicates a large positive 
gain of variable 8 and a rather large loss on variable 4. The data for 
nonqualified families in community S showed no significant differences 
(F=0.43, 9 § 15 df, p>.20). This finding may be in part due to the 
small sample size. 
Parental Self Concept 

Self-concept data were sent from Community S. These data were 
collected in the Fall and the Spring using the How I See Myself (HISM) . 
The instrument measures four aspects of self: Interpersonal Adequacy, 
Social, Physical Appearance, and Competence. The multivariate analysis 
indicated no significant changes in Self Concept (F=0.88, 4512df, p>.20). 
Thpse results may be due to the small sajnplc si:e involved and run 
counter to results obtained :n previous years. Also, these parents have 
been involved in the proi^r.uns for several years -md whatever change 
might be effected bv participation m parent ediicdfion may have taken 
place in pr_>ioUr. years. 
Parent KJiowicdt^e of DTB^s 

Commimity S also forwarded some data collected on 25 parents relating 
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to their knowledge of the DTB's. The community employed the long \ 
form : ed by the Sponsor. This form contained 22 items, 2 characteristic 
of each of the revised DTB's. The*^ revised DTB's are as follows: 

1. Get the learner to ask questions. 

2. Ask questions that have more than one correct answer. 

3. a. Ask questions that require more than one word as. an answer. 

3. b. Encourage the learner to enlarge upon his response. 

4. a. Praise the learner when he does well. 

4.b. Praise the learner even when he takes small steps in the 
right direction. 

4. C. Let the learner know when he is wrong in a positive or 

neutral manner. 

5. Get the learner to evaluate or make judgments or 

choices on the basis of evidence, and/or criteria; 
rather than by random guessing, chance, luck, 
authority, etc. 

6. Give the learner time to think about the problem; don't 

be too quick to help. 

7. a. Give the learner some time to familiarize himself with 

the task materials. ^ 
7.b. Before starting a structured learning situation, give 
the learner an introduction or interview. 

An analysis of the results that the 23 parents were able to identify 

an average of 15.87 statements correctly out of a total of 22 possible • 

with a range of (7-20). A more detailed analysis for each DTB is 

presented in Table 8. 



Table 8 

Frequency and Percentage of Parents Responding Correctly 
to None, One or Two Instances for Each DTB (n=23) 



DTB # 


-1* 


None 


Correct 


One 


Correct 


Two 


Correct 






F 


% 


F 


o 

0 


F 


0 

'0 


1 




7 


30.44 


8 


34.78 


8 


34.78 


2 




3 


13.04 


6 


26.09 


14 


60.87 


3a 




7 


30.44 


9 


39. 13 




30.44 


' 3b 




6 


26.09 


10 


43.48 


7 


30.44 


4a 












23 


100.00 


4b 








17 


73.91 


6 


26.09 


4c 








10 


43.48 


13 


56.52 


S 




10 


43.48 \ 


"T 

/ 


30.44 


6 


26.09 


6 




2 


8.70 


10 


43.48 


il 


47.83 


7a 




3 


13.04 




13.04 


17 


73.91 


7b 




8 


34. 78 


15 , 


- 65.22 
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The data above suggest a moderate degree of parent familiarity 
with the DTB's. However, the evidence indicates that more work is 
in order, with particular focus on OTBs ^1, #3a, #3b , #4b, #5 and #7b. 
Parent Interview 

As noted earlier, one of the evaluation activities during the 
1973-74 year was the revision of a Parent Interview which had been 
used previously in the Alachua County project. After revision, 
this interview was used to gather data in two of the communities (L 5 N 
A complete discription of the procedures has been included in 
Appendix A. A summary of the conclusions has been included here. 
Readers interested in specific results should turn to Appendix A. 
The>g«i£ral conclusions from the interview data were as follows: 

1. There was an overall favorable response towards the Follow - 
Through program in general (See categories one and ten) . 

2. A majority of the Follow Through parents spend more time with 
their children now as opposed to before the commencement of 
Follow Through (See category two). Similarly, the majority 



of the parents stated that their participation in the program 



had contributed to an improvement in their children 



performance in school (see category three). 



In spite of^different ecomonic backgrounds and neighborhoods, 



the data presented in this report serves to solidify the idea 



of ease of communication experienced by the parent, parent 



educator, teachers, and other participants involved in the 




Follow Through program (see categories four imd fivej. 
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4. A majority of parents from both communities were pleased 
with the home learning activities, stating that they were 
suited to their children (see category six). 

5. An overwhelming number of parents (89 parents - 98.9%) 
stated that they thought the home and school should work 
together in the education of their children. This serves 
to reinforce the applicability of the Follow Through 
program (see categories seven and eight). 



meetings (94%), only 61% actually attended the^e meetings. 
Suggestions regarding improvements in this area^are presented 
in Table VI (see category nine) . 

Children 

Children involved in an intensive program of compensatory education 
should reflect change' as a result of that experience. Although the 
Florida Parent Education Program focuses primarily oik^arents, 

children involved in the program might be expected to show gains in 

I 

achievement, better attendence and changes in the self- concept 
while participating in the program. In addition children who have 



participated in the Florida- Model should be expected to maintain 
gains in achievement in the upper grades. 
Objective B:l 

All commun: ti e:- should have included achievement objectives 
in their 1973-T'4 proposal.,. All coinnmn i t le.s uo^o rc'iuo^ted to 
send achievement data to the Sponsor for analysis. 



6. 



Although 
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Since the Florida Parent education Irograni is not a classroom 
oriented model, no program for standardized testing has been develop 
In order to look at traditional classroom achievement, the Sponsor 
has relied on the communities to foi>vard such data. Each communi 
seems to have its own set of tests, and many communities use 
different tests at different grades. Thus, the achievement results 
will be presented b}- community. 
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Communi ty K 

The California Achievement Test was administciod to a sample 
for Follow Tlirough children and non follow Tlirough children as a 
posttest only. Level 1, Form A was used with first graders and Level 
2, Form A was used with second and third graders, ^n multivariate 
analysis of variance on raw scores indicated a significant FT/NFT 
difference in first grade rr_.3A7.2 5 S7df. r<.05}. Follow up un- 
ivariate analyses indicated the \TT group scored higher (3.35 points) 
on Math Concepts (£-6.12, 1 5 8Sdf. p<05) . 

There were no significant differences noted in the second and 
third grade results . 

Community L 

The data collected in this community were gathered in a FT/NFT 
pretest-posttest paradigm, although a variety of differnt tests was 
used across grade' levels . In all analyses, gain scores were derived 
on dependent variables and analysed tc t t for equality of gain. 

The Test of Basic Lxpcrience was administered to kindergarteners. 
An analysis of variance indicated th.at the FT group gained more 
(2.06 pts) than the NTT group (U7.22, 1 ^ 145 df, ,x.05). 

The Test of Basi. Fxperience anu the Metropolitan Readiness Test 
were used in Grade 1. No significant d.fterences ..re noted, although 
the IT group shewed greater gain? (0.~8 and 2.09 pt^. respectively). 

The Metropolitan \chievement Test was administered m second graJ.. 
The multivariate analysis of variance usm;, gains on the Reading, Snell.n,- 
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and Arithmetic subtest as dependent variables suggested a significant 
FT/NFT difference (£=5.41, 3 5 54 Jf, pc05) . Follow up univariate 
analysis showed that FT gained more on Reading (9.93 pts. F=12,76, 
1 5 56 df, p<.05) and more on Arithmetic (6.73 pts, £=7.17, 1 5 56 df, 
p<.05) . 

The SRA Achievement Test wa'=^ used in the third grade. Using gains 
on the Reading, Language Art and Math Subtest as dependent variables, 
the multivariate analysis of variance indicated a significant difference 
(F= 2.73, 3 5 146 df, p<.05). Univariate analysis identified a sig- 
nificant difference on the Math Subtest (F=8.07, 1 5 148 df, p<,05) 
with the FT group gaining 4,35 points less than the NFT group. 

Community M 

The appropriate forms of the Comprehensive Te of Basic Skills 
were administered to FT and NFT children on a pretest-posttest basis. 
Gains scores were derived on all subtests and used as dependent 
variables in multivariate analyses on the respective grade levels. 

There was no si^^^nif icant FT/NFT difference using first erade data 
(£=1.88, 8 ^ 169 df) . 

The multivariate analysis on second grade data indicated a signifi- 
cant FT/NFT difference (£-6.14, 8 ^ 218 df, p<.05). Subsequent univariate 
analyses showed F-T 2.70 points lower on Sentences (£=7.72, 1 ^ 225 df, 
p<.05). IT 2.74 points lower on Passages {£=^10.05, 1 ^ 225 df, p^.OS), 
FT 1.73 points lower on Fxpression (£=0.76, 1 G 225 df, p<.05), FT 5.51 
po' lower on Spelling (t_=14.2(i, 1 225 df, p<.05), IT 1.42 points 
lower on Mechanics (£-5.79, 1 5 225 df, p< .05). and IT 2.01 points 



54 



lower ' on Math concepts (£:=10.54, 1 6 225 df). 

The multivariate analysis of third grade data indicated a signi- 
ficant difference f£=3.08, 8 5 283 df, p<.05). vSubsequcnt univariate 
analyses indicated the following significant difference: FT 3.09 points 
lo^^'er on Math Computation ([:=8.07, 1 & 290 df, p^.05). 

Community X 

This community used a variety of tests in assessing student achie- 
vement. The procedures and results are reported by grade level. 

In kindergarten the Slosson IQ test ^<<xs given as pretest and the An 
ton Brenner was given as pretest and post test to FT and NFT children. 
The two group? were conpared with respect to gains on the Anton Brenner 
using the initial Slosson IQ as a covariate. There was no significant 
difference (^_^1.()8, 1 90 df ) . 

In first grade, the Mur{ihy-Durrell test \Nas given as pretest and 
post test as uell as th^^ Stanford Xchievemcnt lest, to both FT and NFT 
children. \ nultivariate analysis of covariance uas completed using 
the S\T subscales as dependent variable^ and the Murnhy-Durell pretest 
as a covariate. V\c results of this analysis indicated a significant 
FT/NIT difference on adjusted mean gams as follows FT gained ,''.90 
points le^s thm NIT on Word *^'eaning (F*' = 3S.43, 1 U 99 df, p^.05) , FT 
gained 4.41 nomts less than \\'\ on Spelling (F^=18.13, 1 ^ 99 df, ps.051 
and FT gained 5.19 jiomts les^ on l\ord StuJ\ Skills fl_-S.34, 1 & 99 df, 
p<.OSl. 

In the second v.:rade, the ^losson was given a pretest and the 
Stanford Achievement Tt^st was given as a pretest and posttest to both 
FT and NFT children, (uiins scores on the SAT subtests uere used as de- 
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pendent variables with the Slosson IQ was a covariate. The results of 
the analysis of covariance indicated a significant FT/NFT difference 
(F_=2.46, 8 & 64 df, p<.OS). Subsequent univariate analyses on adjusted 
means showed that FT gained 5.54 points less on Arithmetic Computation 
(F=10.86, 1 5 71 df, pC.OS) and FT gained 6.23 points less on Arithme- 
tic Concepts (F=4.49, 1 5 71 df, p .05). ' 

In third grade, the Stanford Achievement Test was administered to 
FT and N'FT children as pretest and postest. Gains scores on the res- 
pective subtests were derived and used as dependent variables. The mul- 
tivariate analysis indicated a significant difference (F=2.28, 8 5 70 df, 
p<.05). Subsequent nnivariate analyses indicated that FT gained 7.43 
points less than NFT on Arithmetic Computation (Fj=10.31, 1 § 77df, 
p<.05), and FT gained 4.16 points less on Arithmetic Concepts (£=8.67, 1 
5 77 df , p <,05), 

Community 0 

The data pertaining to achievement in this cominunity were not pro- 
cessed by the Sponsor, but were handled by an outside contractor. In a 
report to the project coordinator dated August 26, 1974; the contractor 
stated: 

With regard to the achievement of the Follow-Through children, it was 
decided that onl> children be<;inning kindergarten in cither 1972 or 1973 
would be studied in this year's analysis. At the end of each school 
year in Follow Through, they then would be given an appropriate achieve-^ 
ment test, in this case the California Achievement Test. This first groupX 
of children uho entered the 1 ol low-Through in 19*72 and designated as Co- 
hort I were paired in this year's analysis with a non^-Fol low-Kindergarten 
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in 1972. An analysis of co-variance has been employed which enables 
the investigai-or to compensate for differences in abilities between en- 
tering children. The results employing this method seem to be very po- 
sitive in terms of the impact on the achievement of the Follow-Through 
children. That is, differences in a number of the categories of the 
California Achievement Test have been noted in favor of the Follow-Through 
children. The latest result:> we have when analyzing the achievement 
data seen to indicate that the scores on the Math Computations sub-test, 
Math Concepts sub-test and the Math Total scores of the California 
Achievement Test significantly favor the Follow-Through children; that 
is, there are differences between the Follow-Tlirough group and the 
non-Fol low-Through group of children at the end of the first grade, in 
the areas measured by the California Achievement Test. These differences 
cannot be accounted for in terms of basic differences in entering abili- 
ties betvseen t!ie children. In other words, something in the experience 
they have had with regard to their education over tlie past tuo years has 
created a significant difference between these two groups of children. 
Similarl\, in the areas of Reading Comprehension and Total Reading scores, 
the Fol lou-Th:ouk;h cnildxen bettered tlieir control counter parts. Only 
in the area of Reading \'ocabulary was there no difference between the 
FoUou-Through and non-rollow-Through groups. Tlius , in 3 out 4 sub-tests 
and in both of the total combined scores, the Fol lo\s -Through children are 
achieving at a higher rate than their control peers. This --eems to be a 
highly positive and significant confirmation of the sucess of the Follow- 
Through prograjn uith children who have stayed m the program for at least 
two years. 
Community P 

In this community, the Metropolitan Acliicvement Test series was 
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used in grades 1, 2, 5 3 with FT and NFT children as post test onl-'. 
Gain scores were derived for the respective subtests and multivariate 
analyses were completed at each grade level. 

The analysis of firt grade data indicated no significant diffe- 
rences. 

The multivariate analysis of the second grade data indicated a 
significant difference between R and NFT children (F=5.26, 7 5 213 df, 
p<.05). Follow up analyses showed FT/NFT differences with FT gaining 
2.99 points more on Word Knowledge (£=6.82, 1 5 219 df, p<.05), FT 
gaining 3.07 points moie on Spelling (F^=8.67 • 5 219 df, p^.051 ^-T 
gaining 3.48 points more on Math Computation (P = 23.75 , 1 § 219 df, p\.05). 
FT gaining 3.49 points more on Math Concepts (F^=23.74, 2 § 219 df, p<.05) 
and FT gaining 2.70 points more on Math Problem Solving (F=11.05, 1 5 219 
df, p<.05). 

The multivariate analysis on the third grade data indicated a sig- 
nificant FT/NFT difference (F=8.06, 7 5 205 df, p<.05). Subsequent uni> 
variate analyses showed that YT gained 4.37 less on Language (F=10.66, 
1 § 211 df, p<.05). 

Communit}' Q 

The California Achicvericnt Test was administered to students in 
grades 1-5. ITic data sent to the Sponsor included only FT children and 
the scores are not reported as raw score prctes t/posttcst comparisons 
yield little information. However- these data have been coded and put 
in the master file for later "within community'* correlational analyses. 

Community R 

The Stanford Achievement Test series wos used to posttest follow 
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Through children in grades 1, 2 5 3. These data alone have no inter- 
pretation, but they hpve been placed in the master file for later 
correlational analyses. 

Comniunitv S 

. t 

The data for this community uere handled by an outride contractor 
and raw data did not arrive in time to be processed and included in this 
report. The followini^ remarks have been based on the contractors report 
to the IX A. 

The California AchieveneT^ t Test serie^ vas administered as a pos*, - 
test in Grade 1 and as both pretest and posttest in Grades 2^3. The 
Spring 74 results for grade 1 indicated an average grade placement of 1. 
in Reading Vocabulary; '.58 in Reading Compr'-hension ; 1.51 in Math 
Computation; and 1.49 in Math Concepts. 

The pretest/posttest comparison of grade equivalent scores for 
Grade 2 showed 0.91 gain in Reading Vocabulary, 0.59 gain in Reading 
Comprehension, 0.94 gain in Math Computation, and 0.96 gam in Math 
Concepts and Problcin SoUinr. 

The same cor^parisons for FT children m Grade 3 shoucd a 0.73 
gain in Reading Vocabulary, a 0."1 gain in Reading Com|^rchens i on , a 
1,04 gain in Math fomputat i on , and a 1.06 i:ain in Math Concepts and 
Problem solving. 

Comnun it/ 1 

The Metropolitan \chic\ercnt Te^'t scric; ua^* used in Hr.uies 1, 
2 and 3 with both \"\ and NF^T children a? a posttest only, in ru^st 
cases , 
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In Grade 1, the Metropolitan Readiness Test was given as a 
pretest and the Metropolitan Achievement Test - Primary I given as a 
posttest. The multi\ariate analysis of covariance was used to compare 
the FT and NTT groups on the subtests of the achievement battery with 
readiness scores covaried out. The results of this analysis indicated 
no significant FT/NFT difference (F = 2.98, 2 ^ 136 df ) . 

In Grade 2, the Primary I battery was used as a pretest and the 
Primary II battery was used as a posttest. It was decided to compare 
the FT and NTT groups with respect to the posttest only. The results 
of the multivariate analysis indicated ni s i^nif ir.-'nt FT/NFT iiffer< ice 
(F=1.6S, 6 and 500 df) . 

In Grade 3, the Primary II achievement battery was used as 
both pretest and posttest with FT and NFT children. Gains scores 
were derived for the respective subscales and were used to compare 
the FT and NFT groups for equivalent gains. The results of the 
multivariate analysis suggested a significant FT/NFT difference 
(F=4.87, 6 5 348 df, d^.05). Follow up univariate analyses identified 



significant differences on U'ord Analysis (F ~ 11.66, 1 5 353 df, 
p<.05) and Reading/CF^H.^:-, 1 § 353 df, p < ,05) with FT gain 2.71 and 
3.49 points less , respectively. 

Community U 

The Stanford Achievement Test scries was used as pretest and 
posttest in Grades 1, 2 and 3 with FT children only. The data were 
reported in grade equivalent scores and mean gains will be reported here. 

Thc first grade children demonstrated the following <ivcrage 
gains: Word Reading, 0.66; Paragraph meaning, 0.50; Vocabulary, 0.26; 
SpcDing, 0.87; Word Study Skills, 0.89; and Arithmetic, 0.78. 




60 



The second grade children demonstrated the following average gjins. 
Word Meaning, 0.79; Paragraph meaning, 0.84; Science/Social Studies 
Concepts, 0.74; Spelling, 1.37; Language, 0.78; Arithmetic Computation, 
1.25; and Arithmetic Concepts, 0.70. 

The third grade children demonstrated the following average 
gains: Word Meaning, 0.75; Paragraph Meaning, 0.83; Science/ 
Social Studies Concepts, 0.36; Spelling, 1.00; Language, 0.22; 
Arithmetic Computation, 0.63; and Arithmetic Concepts, 0.52. 
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Objective B.2 

During tho i97'^-74 scJiOol year, a randomly selected sample of 
Follow Thr^^^u^h children vvill have feuer absences from school than 
will a similar sample of non-Follo\s Through children, 

Pata sent in from the conimimit)' included average ':laily attendance 
(ADA) and average daily n,onl)eT'^hip (AD^!1 . liowevcr, dat a^^f-fbin^the 
communities uere received in various forrrats and iiad to be tre'^tcd 
accordingly. For each community a s^acistic of '\D\/ADM ua^ developed 
as a measure of attendrr-ce for both Follow Through children and com- 
parison chi Idren.^'ilio results were as follows: 

Commu'ii ty Follou Through Classe-^ Comparis on Classes 

K ,9084 .9028 

L .9335 ,9146 

M .9210 .9287 

N .9422 .9502 

0 ,8986 * 

^ 5271 .9328 

Q * * 

R .9023 * 

S ,9090 .8920 

T .9077 .9247 

U .9302 * 

* Indicates No Data 

An ijutial examination of these data discouraging. Of the seven 

communities reporting data on comparison classro<^Pv^ , oniv three communities 

reported data showing that Follow Tiirough children attended school 

more regularl> . Althou^^h this fmdm*^ s t at i s 1 1 cal ly non i gni f i can t 

(p>.10J, some explanation i ust be offcM^ed. One possible explanation 

15 that the ^'j^on^^^or did \\o\ select tl^c cla'^.srocui^ to be monitored and 

thus the ^oi'iple ir jy not adecuijtel> rcfleot tlie [n^[iu lat i on. Some of the 

companion children are middle cla^s. A second jn.^ssible explanation 
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relates to the difficulty of identifying adequate comparison classes, 
partially reflected in five communities having submitted no data. Of 
course the ])0ssibility remains that Follow Through children do not 
attend school as often as their non Follow Through counterparts, 
although this finding is contradicted by the data reported in the 
Abt Associates Interim Report (March, 1974). It should be noted that 
all attendance figures reported might be considered adequate. 
Objective B.3 

All communjties were to have stated on objective in the 1973-74 
proposal concerning self concept as measured by the five factors of the 
I Feel Me Feel (IFMF). 

The I Feel Me Feel is a multi factor scale measuring five dimensions 
of the self concept* General Adequacy, IVer, Teacher - School, 
Academic, and Physical. This instrument was administered on a pretest- 
posttest basis by local personnel toCsamples of children selected by 
local coriMunity personnel. The results were forwarded to the Sponsor 
for codinv: ^^^'^ anaiysis. The results have ^een analyzed separately tor 
the qiKWified ,Lnd non-i{ual i f ied children in each community by grade 
level. Due to their extensive nature, the pretest and post-test means 
and stai Jard acviatiori,^ and associated gains have been tabled in 
Appendix [\ Multivariate tests uere completed where possible to 
test the hvpothesis that chani;cs on the five measures were all zero. 
The results are summarized m 'lable 9. 



63 



TABLE 9 

Summaiy of Results from the IFMF 

Dimensions of 



Community 


Grade 


Q/NQ 


n 


Multivariate F 




Change 


K 


K 


Q 


37 


1.26(n.s.) 






K 


K 


NQ 


15 

\ 


1.33(n.s.) 




— 


L • 


K 


Q 


1 


10.61 (p<. 01) 




All r+-) 


L 


K 


NQ 


4 


(insufficient data) 




L 


1 


Q 


11 


ti 






L 


1 


NQ 


3 


II 






L 


2 


Q 


9 


II 






L 


2 


NQ 


1 


II 






L 


3 


Q 


25 


0.59(n.s.) 






L 


3 


NQ 


4 


(insufficient data) 






M 


1 


Q 


18 


0.73Cn.s.) 






M 


1 


NQ 


9 


(insufficient data) 






N 


K 


Q 


32 


l;49(n.s.) 






N 


K 


NQ 


24 


5.50(p^.01) 




GA, Phy (both 


N 


1 


Q 


31 


1.98(n.s.) 






N 


1 


NQ 


22 


2.35(n.s.) 






N 


2 


Q 


28 


1.67(n.s.) 






N 


2 


NQ 


33 


1.93(n.s.) 






N 


3 


Q 


27 


0 . 99 (n . s . ) 






N 


3 


NQ 


31 


1 . 16(n.s. ) 






0 


K 


Q 


156 


l.''7(n.s.) 






0 


K 


NQ 


44 


0.73(n.s. ) 






0 


1 


Q 


185 


0.54(n.s.) 






0 


1 


NQ 


34 


1 . 24 (n . s . ) 






0 


2 


Q 


183 


5.96(p<.Cl) 


GA(- 




0 


2 


NQ 


60 


0.99(n.s.) 






0 


3 


Q 


175 


2.51(p<.05) 




Mi (-) 


0 


3 


NQ 


40 


0.79(n.s.) 






p 


1 


Q 


18 


0.72(n.s.) 






p 


1 


NQ 


16 


2 . 1 1 (n . s . ) 






p 


2 


Q 


27 


0.68(n.s.) 






p 


2 


NQ 


16 


1.33 (U.S.) 






p 


3 


Q 


26 


1 . P4 (n . s . ) 






p 


3 


NQ 


22 


3.52(p<.05) 




All (-) 


Q 


K 


Q 


31 


4.14(pv.01) 


GA(- 


-). r(-). TSf-) 



TABLE 9 (Continued) 
Sujiunary of Results from the IFMF 

Dimensions of 



Community 


Grade 






Multivariate F 


Change 


D 

t\ 


K 




A C 

45 


1 .24 (n. s . J 




D 
l\ 


K 


Kin 


1 :^ 


0 .96 (n. s . ) 




D 

i\ 


1 
1 




i 1 


(insufficient data) 


— 


P 


1 
1 




14 


tt 




D 
K 




Q 


24 


0.95 (n.s.) 




R 


2 


NQ 


12 


(insufficient data) 




R 


3 


Q 


36 


2.32(n.s.) 




n 
K 






18 


0 .60 (n. s . ) 


- - 


C 
O 


i 




1 / / 


3 .50 (p<.01; 


All (+) . 




1 
1 




A 7 


1 . 19 (n. s . J 




c 
o 


Z 




t 


1 . 16 (n. s . J 




c. 


7 


MO 




T AO tr> < n 1 "\ 

3 . 00 (p ^. 01 J 


P, Phy( both 


s 


3 


Q 


140 


1 .50(n.sO 




s 




NQ 


75 


0.97 (n.s.) 




T 


1 


Q 


17 


1 .81 (n.s.) 




T 


1 


NQ 


17 


1 .85(n.s.) 




T 


-) 
i. 


Q 


36 


0.93(n.s.) 




T 


2 


MQ 


26 


1 .55(n.s.) 




T 


3 


Q 


20 


3.06(p<.05) 


GA, A, Phy (all 


T 


3 


NQ 


22 


1.51 (n.s.) 
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An examination of Table 9 shov.'s very few instances of statistically 
significant changes in self-concu|V.. Positive results were noted i.. 
Conijiiunity L (Grade K - Qualified); Conmiunity N (Grade K - Nonqualified); 
Coinjnunity S (Grade 1 - Qualified); Community S tGride 1 ~ Qualified, 
Grade 2 - Nonqualif J; • and Community T (Grade 3 - Qualified). 
Negative results were n '^..d in Community 0 (Grade 2 - Qualified, 
Grade 3 - Qualified); Community P (Grade 3 - Nonqualified); and 
Commun..y Q (Grade K - Qualified). .An examination of the Tables in 
Appendix D indicates that most of the analyses are based on small 
sample sizes. 

In order to gain a more complete picture of the results, several 
additional analyses were completed. Within each community, data were 
merged across grades, and statistical analyses run for qualified and 
nonqualified separately. The results are shown in Table 10. Also, 
the data were combined across communities and analyses completed for 
qualified and nonqualified children at each grade level. The results 
of these analyses are pi^esented in Table 11. 

An inspection of Table 10 indicates mixed results. Positive changes 
in self concept are noted in Comminity L (Qualified children only), 
CummunLty S (both t^ualified and nonqualified children), and (,ommunit> T 
(qualified children only}. Negative changes in self concept are 
noted m Coniriunity 0 (qualified children only), Coniinunity P (non- 
qualified children only) and Community Q ((jualified ciiildron only), 
Tlie results of t'p.e ajuilyh is for qualified children in Community k 
indicated varied changes: positive changes on Gencial Adctjuacy and 
Academic and noi^ative changes on Peer and Teacher - School. 
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An inspection ot Table 11 suggests a very interesting finding: the 
changes in self concept seem to be positive in grades K and 1; 
and negative in grades 2 and 3. 
Objective B.4 

At the end of the 1973-74 school year, a random sample of fourth 
grade pupils uho had experienced at least two years in Follow Through 
will shou achievement equal to, or better t^^, comparable fourth 
grade pupils vvho have not experienced Follow Through. 

-Oa^a were collected locall^' m the respective communities and 
sent to the Sponsor for analysis. The Sponsors data files were used 
to dump out all child names associated with the Florida model. Those 
children in the program for at least two years and comparison children 
who had ne\er been in the program \\ere retained For analysis. The 
analyses were con.pleted separately tor each community and the results 
are reported m the sane fashion. 
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Community K 

The California Achievement Tests were administered to both FT and 
NFT pupils as pretest and poGttest during the fourth grade year. Gain 
scores were derived on each of the four siibs^ales , and these scores 
were used to compare FT graduates and NFT graduateV^ with respect 
to equal gains. The results of the multivariate analysis of variance 
indicated no significant difference = 0.92, 4 5 53 df ) . 
Community M 

The Comjirehensive Test of Basic Skills battery was administered 
to FT and NFT graduates as pretest and posttest during the fourth 
grade year. Gain scores were derived and used to compare the groups 
for equality of gains. The results of the multivariate analysis of 
variance indicated a significant FT/NFT difference (F^ = 4.39, 8 5 187 df, 
p<.05). Follow up univariate analyses showed FT graduates gaining 
3.21 points less on Vocabulary (F_ 15.11, 1 5 134 df, p<.05); gaining 
3.83 points less on Comprehension (F = 9.10, 1 § 194 df, p <.05); 
,,aining 2.76 points less on Expression (F^ = 16.05, 1 5 194 df, pc.05); 
and gaining 1.89 points less on Math Application = 7.80, 1 5 194 dt, 
p <.05). 
Commum ty X 

The Stanford Achievement lest battery was administered to fourth 
graders as pretest and posttest. Gain scores were derived on each of 
the ten subtests for FT and NFT graduates, respect i \ e ly . These score? 
were used in u multivariate analysis of variance to compare the two group 
The results showed a significant FT/NFT difference on gain score^^ 
(IP - 5.13, 10 46df, p<.0S). Subsequent univariate analyses indicated 
that FT graduates gained 2.93 points less on Word Meaning (F = 5.66, 
1 5 55 df, p <.0S); gaint-a 8.00 points less on Word Study Skills 
" 14.04, 1 t 55 df, p <.05); gained 23.27 points less on Langurge 
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(£= 21. 91, 1 S 55 df, p< .05) ; gained 16.75 points more on 
Arithmetic Computation = 14.47, 1 ^ 55 df, p <.05); gained 
4.37 points less on Arithmetic Application (P_ = 10.91, 1 5 55 df, 
p<.05); gained 6.24 points less on Spelling (F = 13.99, 1 5 55 df, 
p <.05); and gained 3.80 points less on Social Studies (F = 5.37, 
1 § 55 df, p <.05). 
Comniunity P 

The Metropolitan Achievement lest battery was administered 

to fourth graders at the end of the school year. The scores of 

the seven subtests were used to compare children who had had FT 

experience to those who had not. The results of the multivariate 

analysis indicated a significant FT/NFT difference (F = 4.56, 7 5 171 df, 

p<.05). Follow up univariate tests showed that FT graduates gained 

3.66 points less than NTT graduates on Language f£ = 5.63, 1 S 1:^7 df, 

p < .05); all other differences were nonsignificant. 

Conununitv S 
, ^ 

The achievement data from this community were processed by 

an outside evaluation consultant. The comments below have been 

extracted from the report back to the conmiunity. Selected subtests 

of the California Achievement Test uere administered to a sample of 

fourth grade former FT students and to an economically comparable 

group of NFT students. On the total Reading subtest, former FT 

pupils had a mean grade equivalency score of 2.55, while the NTT 

graduates had a mean of 2,45. On the total Math subtest, the respective 

scores were 3.00 and 2.66. Thus, the students who had had at least 

two years of FT experience performed better on both subtests. 

Conununitv T 
— — J 

The Metropolitan Acnicvement Test was given to fourth grader? 
as pretest and posttest and the Otis-Lennon was given as a pretest. 
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Gain scores were derived on the five MAT subtests and were used to 
compare FT and NFT graduates with the Otis-Lennon score used as a 
covariate. The results showed a significant FT/NFT difference 
(£ = 7.44, 5 5 311 df, p <.05). Subsequent univariate analyses 
showed that FT graduates gained 3.58 points less than NFT graduates 
on Word Knowledge (F = 12.32, 1 5 315 df, p < .05); gained 3.40 
points less on Math Concepts {F_ = 17.61, 1 § 313 dt, p<.05); and 
gained 3.66 points less on Math Problem Solving (F^ = 25.59, 1 5 315 df, 
p <.05). 
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Additional Child Data 

In addition to tKp data reported on children, there were data 
which were not collected in all cominunities. In particular, the 
Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery (CAT3J was used to collect data 
on children with respect to Task Initiation, Curiosity, and Response 
Variability. The data reported here were collected in four 
communities (L, M, R 5 T) by the Sponsor and in one community (K) 
by local personnel previously trained by the Sponsor. In Communities 
L, M and R, data ^«rc collected only on Follow Through children. In 
communities K and V, data were collected on both Follow Through and 
comparison children. In all comnunities, data were collected at four 
different times during the year on independent random samples at 
each grade level. Hash sanple was to have been of size 10, However, 
due to uncontrollable circumstance, some data were lost. 

The results from the three communities in which data were 
collected on Follow Through children only are presented in Table 12 
through Table 25. Of the 55 possible tests of stitistical significance, 
only 5 reached signi f i cajice at the .05 level. Four of these five were 
the artifact of having at least one cell with no variance. The 
remaining test may best be regarded as a Type I error. 

The data from the two communities in which data were collected at 
four time periods on independent samples of Follow Throuj^h and 
comparison children were analysed differently. For each grade level- 
cormnunity-\ ari able (Task Initiation, Curiosity Box, and Response 
Variability) combination, data uctq cast into a 2 x 4 factorial design 
and analyzed accordingly. The two levels of the first factor were 
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Follow Through and Comnarison; the four level:> of the second factor 
were the four rounds of testing. The meaiu^, standard deviations, and 
sample size^ for the eight cells respectivelv have been presented 
for the respective grade level-conMrunity-vari able combinations in ^ 
Tables 24 through 44. The corresponding ratios from each analy- is have 
been summarized in Table 45. 

An examination of the results m Table 45 shous that onl> five of 
the possible 05 statistical tc^ts indicated statistical significance. 
An inspection of the ircans m the tables corre-punding to the significant 
F ratios suggests that the results are not consistent with research 
h>qpotiicses abubt the nodcl. [iouever, these findings are supportive 
of the Sponsor'^- previous reservations about the u^e of the 
Cincinnati Autononv "est Batter)'. 'Ihese reser\ ticns about the 
instrument itself, coupled with noted difficulties with standard. . , 
adinini str 'it ion during 1975-74, have resulted in the Sponsor Staff 
deciding not to u:^e the CAIB a^ part of the evaluation design for 
1974--75. 
Teachers 

Although the F'lorida f'arcnt iJncation Progr^un i> not a classroom 
mode], its success depends in a large part on regular school personnel, 
j^.art icui<irl\ the teacher. Mthough th.e uorMu^rse of the prograr is 
the parent educator, tfie "spark plug" of the sx^tm is the ceachcr. 
The classuH)ir teache^ is e^^-^ential to the Noi. da ^^nJcl m that she 
must bo KnowlcvlgL j!>]c aIouX Vac [^ro:;jm, must be able u-e 
parapruf 'ssionai^ m :hc c Lis > rooi'i e t fee 1 1 ; e , jj.j .-^j.^t \c ,iblv ti> 
use her profcs<; 1 onal skills Jurin^: hMtne visit Vlmnini' sos-ion^ uith 
parent educ.itors. In order to assess these fia\Ltions of the teaoh.er. 
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TABLE 45 

£-ratios Resulting from Analysis of CATB 
Data Collected in Communities K and T 



Grade Community 



K 
K 
K 

K 
K 
K 

K 
K 
K 



K 
K 
K 

K 
K 

K 



K 
K 
K 

K 
K 
K 

K 
K 
K 

T 
T 
T 

T 
T 
T 

T 
T 
T 



Variable 

Task Initiation 
Task Initiation 
Task Initiation 

Curiosity 
Curiosity 
Curiosity 



Hypothesis 

Program 
Time 
P X T 

Program 
Time 
P X T 



Task Initiation 
Task Initiation 
Task Initiation 

Curiosity 
Curiosity 
Curiosity 

Response Variability 
Response Variability 
Response Variability 

Task Initiation 
Task Initiation 
Task Initiation 

Curiosity 
Curiosity 
Curiosity 

Response Variability 
Response Variability 
Response Variability 



2 
2 
2 



K Task Initiation 

K Task Initiation 

K Task Initiation 



Program 
Time 
P X T 

Program 
Time 
P X T 

Program 
Time 
P X T 

Program 
Time 
P X T 

Program 
Time 
P X T 

Program 
Time 
P X T 

Program 
Time 
P X T 



2.01 
2.24 
1.26 

1.84 
1.49 
0.02 



K Response Variability Program 0.77 

K Response Variability Time 0.07 

K Response Variability P x T 1.33 



10.07* 
2.79" 
2.53 

0.01 
0.62 
7.06* 

0.07 
1.23 
0.57 

1.52 
1.14 
2.48 

0.00 
1.25 
0.38 

0.09 
0.98 
0.49 

4.76* 

1.22 

0.71 



Corresponding 
Table 

24 
24 
24 

25 
25 
25 

26 
26 
26 

27 
27 
27 

28 
28 
28 

29 
29 
29 

30 
30 
30 

31 
31 
31 

32 
32 
32 

33 
33 
33 
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TABLE 45 (Continued) 

F-ratios Resulting from Analysis of CATB 
Data Collected in Conununities K and T 



Grade 


Conununity 


Variable 


Hypothesis 


F 


Table 


2 


K 


Curiosity 


r x.\jf^x. dill 


\f • Ox 


^4 

OH 


2 


K 


Cur i o s i t V 




X • / o 




2 


K 


Curiosity 


P X T 


0.72 


34 


2 


K 


ResDonse V?iriabil itv 


I X <xiii 


7 Rd 




2 


K 


Resnon^iG VaTiahiiit*v 

■^w^k/vll^W VAA XAv/XXXUV 


Timp 

i Xlliw 






2 


K 


Response Variabfcity 


P X T 


2.40 


35 


2 


T 


Task Initiation 


r X Viiic X cxiii 


0 07 




2 


T 


Ta<;k Tnit*iat*inn 


1 xiliC 


n 9n 
u . 


JO 


2 


T 


Task Initiation 


P X T 


0.33 


36 


2 


T 


Curiosity 


Proffram 

1 X VK X mil 


0 01 


37 


2 


T 


Curiosity 


Time 


1 01 

X « v X 




2 


T 


Curiosity 


P X T 


1.34 


37 


2 


T 


Response Variability 


PTOO^Tam 

A X V K X AIII 




^8 


2 


T 


ResDonse Variabilitv 


Ti mp 




oo 


2 


T 


Response Variability 


P X T 


0.11 


38 


3 


K 


Task Initiation 


Proffram 

A X V K X dill 


0 61 




3 


K 


Ta <sk Tni^ia^inn 


Timp 

i xUlC 


\J • I X 


J9 


3 


K 


Task Initiation 


P X T 


0.63 


39 


3 


K 


Curio s ity 


Pro ffTam 

• X vKX Alii 


0 11 

\J • X X 


40 


3 


K 


Curios ity 


Timfi 


0 64 


40 


3 


K 


Curiosity 


P X T 


1.30 


40 


3 


K 


Response Var iabi 1 ity 


Program 

■ X VKX Alll 


0 78 


41 

■t X 


3 


K 


Response Variabi lity 


Time 


? 72 


41 


3 


K 


Response Variability 


P X T 


1 .12 


41 


3 


T 


Task Initiation 


Program 


0.20 


42 


3 


T 


Task Initiation 


Time 


3.10* 


42 


3 


T 


Task Initiation 


P X T 


1.47 


42 


3 


T 


Curiosity 


Program 


0.55 


43 


3 


T 


Curiosity 


Time 


0.56 


43 


3 


T 


Curiosity 


P X T 


0.81 


43 


3 


T 


Response Variability 


Program 


0.53 


44 


3 


T 


Response Variability 


Time 


1.99 


44 


3 


T 


Response Variability 


P X T 


1.40 


44 
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data are reported on Teacher Knowledge of DTB*s, the taxonomy of 
classroom activities, and Teacher-PE Planning Observations. 
Objective C.l 

At the end of the 1973-74 school year, at least 90% of the Follow 
Through teachers will identify correctly all seven of the Desirable 
Teaching Behaviors from a videotape specifically prepared for this 
purpose. 

As earlier noted, the Sponsor was unable to prepare a technically 
adequate videotape as necessary, and therefore a paper-and-pencil 
format was selected. Th instrument was composed of 22 statements, 
each uniquely characteristic of one DTE. This instrument was 
administered to all teachers in all communities during the May site 
visit. The results from the eleven communities have been presented 
in Table 46. The community means range from 16.48 to 20.34, with 
a median of 19.87. While these results indicate less than perfect 
knowledge of the DTS's, they do indicate a relatively high degree of 
familiarity with the DTB's- , 

In order to obtain more information about the teachers' knowledge 
of DTB's, the results from all eleven communities were pooled, and 
the results were tabled by each of the eleven DTB's (there were two 
items for each DTB) . These results have been placed in Table 47. 
An examination of these results suggests a need for additional 
training on DTB #1, 3a, 5 and 7b. 
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TABLE 46 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges on DTB Identification 
Test Based on Responses from Teachers in H Conmunities 



Community 






S. 


D. 


Low Score 


High Score 


K 


20. 


03 


2. 


25 


14 


22 


L 


17. 


94 


3. 


31 


10 


22 


M 


16. 


48 


4. 


08 


6 


22 


N 


20. 


27 


2. 


10 


16 


22 


0 


18. 


38 


3. 


65 


10 


,27 


P 


19. 


88 


2. 


52 


13 


" 22 , 


Q 


19. 


87 


2. 


13 


16 


22 


R 


18. 


26 


2. 


74 


12 


22 


S 


18. 


23 


3. 


GO 


12 


22 


T 


20. 


34 


2. 


44 


12 


22 


U 


20. 


33 


1. 


75 


17 


22 
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TABLE n 



Frequency and Percentage of Teachers Responding Correctly 
, to None, One, or Two Instances for Each DTB (n=262) 



DTB# 


NONE CORRECT 
,f % 


f 


% 


TWO CORRECT 
f % 


1 


21 


8.02 


92 


35.12 




CO S7 

ay .0/ 


2 


6 


2.29 


23 


8.78 


233 


88.93 


3a 


39 


14.89 


82 


31 .30 


141 


53.82 


3b 


14 


5.34 


45 


17.18 


203 


77.481 


4a 


1 


.382 


2 


.76 


259 


98.86 


4b 


1 


.38 


26 


9.92 


235 


89.70 


4c 


2 


.76 . 


16 


6.11 


244 


93.13 


5 


23 


8.78 


76 


29.00 


163 


62.21 


6 


21 


8.02 


42 


16.03 


199 


75.95 


7a ' 


3 


I.IS 


21 


8.02 


238 


90.84 


7b 


26 


9.92 


73 


27.86 


163 


62.21 
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Objective C.2 

During the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected sample of 
teachers will show an average increase of at least one Desirable 
Teaching Behavior in planning sessions with parent educators as 
measured by the PECE. 

CNote: Because of revised data collection procedures, no 
data are available to examine this objective as stated. See the 
discussion and results under Al(a) for more detail.) ] 
Objective C.3 

During the 1973-74 school year, 95% of a sample of teachers will 
use parent educators in classroom instructional activities at least 
30% of the time observed as measured by the Taxonomy of Classroom 
Activities. 

The T^onomy of Classroom Activities (TCA) is an observational 
ins t rumen tr^ which can be used in several ways. The Florida Parent 
Education Program used the TCA to obtain a description of the activity 
occuring within a classroom. The TCA was administered by Sponsor 
representatives in those communities which served as sites for 
Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery data collection. Each time the 
tester returned a child to the classroom, the activities of the 
teacher and parent educator were noted and later recorded on a TCA 
form. Those communities not involved with the CATB were responsible 
for their own TCA data collection. The results from the TCA have 



been presented in Tabje 48. An inspection of these results is not 
very encouraging. According to the data, parent educators are not 
being used in an instructional capacity to any appreciable degree. 
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One possible explanation is that the persons doing the observation '^ay 
not have been in the classroom long enough to be able to appropriately 
classify the parent educator's activities. However, this explanation 
would not necessarily hold for those projects who collected their own * 
data. Thus, it seems reasonable to conclude at this time that most 
parent educators in most communities are not being used in instructional 
edacities as much as they night be. More time must be spent with 
teachers encouraging them to more effectively tap the resources 
available in their classroom. 

Objective C.4 ^ ^ 

At the beginning of the 1973-74 school year, each Follow Through 
teacher will submit a planning schedule indica;^fing t^ times during 
which she will engage in planning for home visits and task building 
(or selection) with each parent educator. A minimum of ? 1/2 hours 
per week shoulJ^^be scheduled with each parent educator. At least 
6D%~of the spot checks done should find teacliers yblanning as 
scheduled. * 

The spot checks were to be carried out by local personnel, with 
a goal of checking each teacher at least once per month. The 
data were tabulated by Sponsor personnel and the results were as follows: 
Community No. Classrooms Observations Attempted Sucessful Percent 

(7) 69.2% 

(8) 66.7% 
(10) 16.7% 

(9) 61.3% 
(6) 75.7% 
(3) 98.5% 
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35 


13 


9 


L 


31 


177 


118 


M 


23 


60 


10 


N- 


12 


80 


49 


0 


39 


337 


255 


P 


19 


132 


130 


Q 


19 




(No data submitted) 


R 


38 


117 


144 


S 


1 26 


343 


300 


T 


36 


170 


170 


U 


6 


20 


20 



(5) 814% 

(4) Sir 

(1.5)100. 
(1.5)100.0% 



m 

Din 



lis 

♦Data from February to May were not included, as they were collected 
by teachers and thus not comparable to data from other communities. 

It should be noted that nine of the eleven communities exceeded 
the level of proficiency as specified in the objective. One 
community's data were not acceptable (as noted above) and another 
community sent no data. Thus, it would seem that teachers and parent 
educators are planning together for home visits. 
Additional Teacher Data 

Two communities (0 and U) sent data to the Sponsor using the 
Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire to measure Teacher morale. Community 0 
did not identify teachers by name on the post-test so the data were 
treated as two independent groups. The results for Community 0 
are presented in Table 49. Connnunity U is a small project and pnly 
four pretest post-test matches were possible. Despite the small 
sample size, the results for this community dre very interesting 
(see Table 50).^' The results indicate that the long decline in 
teacher morale in this community has b^en reversed. The administration 
in this project seems to be relating better with the teachers in 
1973-74 than in previous years. 
Parent Educators 

The parent educator is the key person in the implementation of 
the Florida Parent Education Program. The'PE works in the classroom 
part time, plans with the teacher, makes home visits, and gives 
feedback to the teacher. Some of the data collected on parent 
educators was to include identification of the Desirable Teaching 
Behaviors, performance on the home visit, changes in the self concept, 
and chnnges in locus of control. 
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Objective D.l 

At the end of the 1973-74 school year, at least 80% of the 
parent educators will correctly identify all seven of the Desirable 
Teaching Behavio^-s from a videotape specially prepared for this 
purpose. 

As noted earlier, the procedures for assessing this objective 
were changed from what had been stated in the proposal. A paper- 
and-pencil test was constructed containing 22 items, 2_representing 
each of eleven behavior. This form was administered to parent 
educators in all eleven communities during site visits in May. 
These results have been presented in Table 51. Comparing the results 
in Table 51 with those in Table 46, it is noted that Teachers seem 
to be able to be capable of ideriTifying more DTBs than are the 
parent educators. These results may be misleading as the identification 
task may be highly related to general reading ability. Previous results 
when parent educators and teachers hav^ been asked to recall as many 
DTBs as possible have shown that PE's can recall more DTBs correctly 
than can teachers. In order to gain insight into the parent educators 
. knowledge about particular DTBs, the results from all eleven communities 
were pooled. The number of parent educators identifying correctly 
none, one or two instances of each of the eleven DTBs has been presented 
in Table 52. 

An examination of the results in Table 52 would sugges^t-^need 
for additional inservice training with parent educatofs^on PTB #1, 
3a, 3b, 5, 6, and 7b. 

}\ 
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TABLE 51 

Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges on DTB Identification 
Test based on Responses from Parent Educators in 11 Communities 



VrfOnuuun 1 ty 
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Low Score 


High Score 
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15.39 


3.44 


9 


21 
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16.43 


3.64 
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22 
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18.86 


2.62 


14 


22 
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13.93 


4.14 


2 


22 
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18.23 


2.81 


11 


22 
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16.06 


4.04 


7 


22 


R 


15.98 


3.85 


7 


22 


S 


16.15 


3.55 


6 


22 
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18.29 


3.16 


10 


22 
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19.13 


1.96 


16 


22 



TABLE 52 



Frequency and Percentage of Teachers Responding Correctly 
to None, One, or Two Instances for Each DTB (n=471) 





NONE 


CORRECT 


ONE 


CORRECT 


TWO CORRECT 


DTB# 


f 


% 


f 


4, 
•& 


f 
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81 


17.20 


200 


42.46 


190 


40.34 
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ID . 83 


91 


19. 32 


329 


69.85 


3a 


91 


19.32 


210 


44.59 


170 


36.09 


3b 


90 


19.11 


141 


29.94 


240 


50.96 


4a 
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.425 


26 


5.52 


443 


94.06 


4b 
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1.49 


84 


17.83 


380 


80.68 


4c 


13 


2.76 


72 


15.29 


386 


81.95 
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115 


24.42 


167 


35.46 


189 


40.13 
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43 


9.13 


122 


25.90 


306 


64.97 


t7a 


15 


3.19 


52 


11.04 


404 


85.78 


7b 


104 


22.08 


166 


35.24 


201 


42.68 
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Objective D,2 

During the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected sample of 
parent educators will show an average increase of at least one 
Desirable Teaching Behavior used when presenting tasks to parents 
as measured by the PECE. 

(Note: Because of revised data collection procedures, no data 
are available to examine this objective as stated. See the discussion 
and results under Alfa) for more detail.) 
Objective D.3 

During the 1973-74 school year, new parent educators will show 
a positive change in self-concept as measured by the subscales of 
the How I See Myself on a pretest-post-test basis. 

The How I See Myself is a four factor self -concept instrument 
for adults. The instrument was administered by Sponsor representatives 
to new parent educators in September and again in May. Gain scores 
were computed on the respective subscales, and a multivariate analysis 
was completed to test the null hypothesis that the four mean differences 
were simultaneously equal to zero. The multivariate test indicated 
no statistically significant differences (F=1.53, 4 § 55df, p>.10). 
The pretest and post-test mean, standard deviations and respective 
gains are displayed in Table 53. 
Objective 0.4 

During the 1973-74 school year, new parent educators will show 
a change toward a more internal locus of control as measured by the 
Social Reaction Inventory. 
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Data were collected by Sponsor representatives in September and 
ai^ain in May. A test of significance of differences m related 
measures was completed and indicated no significant difference (t=-1.68 
63df). The pretest moan was 7.23 and the post-test mean was 6.53. 
This difference would have been significant if a one tailed test had 
been run. Alsp, the difference is in the predicted direction as a 
lower score indicates more internal feelings of control. 
Sponsor Objective 4 

During the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected sample of 
parent educators will show an increase in the completeness of the 
home visit with mothers as evidenced by an increase in the number oT 
topics covered as measured by the PECE. 

(Note: The PECE videotapes for 1973-74 included only the teaching 
of a home learning activity rather than a complete home visit. 
Consequently, data tc^examine this objective are not available. 



See explanation under ective A.) 
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Home Visit Data 




The Parent Educator Weekly Report (PEWR) which is filled out by 
the parent educator after each home visit, yields a great amount of 
useful data relative to the Florida model, including: (1) parent 
reactions to tasks; (2) home - school relations; and (3) certain 
general information. During 1973-74, 124,923 home visits were made 
to 6,482 different qualified homes and 46,790 home visits were made 
to 2,762 different qualified homes. These data represent a considerable 
amount of home-school contact. 

1, The PEWR serves as "field test" data for tasks since parents 

are asked to express their opinion in several ways about how they 

i 

feel about the last task that was brought into the home. These 
data are summarized in Table 54 . 

The data seem to indicate two things: (1) that 1973-74 tasks 
were well received by the parents; and (2) that only slight differences 
exist between qualified and non-qualified parents with regard to the 
tasks. This latter finding is an important one since one goal of 
the Florida Model is to serve all the children in the program regardless 
of their socio-economic background. It seems fair to say that most parents, 
irregardless of background, felt that their children were interested in 
the tasks and were successful in doing them. Most parents felt that 
the tasks are important and that their level of difficulty was "just 
right" for their child. While a slight majority of parents spend 
under c^ne hour in teaching the task to the child, almost that many 
spent one hour or more in such activity. It should be pointed out that 
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Data were collected by Sponsor representatives in September and 
again in May. A test of significance of differences in related 
measures was completed and indicated no significant difference (t=-1.68, 
63df). The pretest mean was 7.23 and the post-test mean was 6.53. 
This difference would have been significant if a one tailed test had 
been run. Also, the? difference is in the predicted direction as a 
lower score indicates more internal feelings of control. 
Sponsor Objective 4 

During the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected sample of 
parent educators will show an increase in the completeness of the 
home visit with mothers as evidenced by an increase in the number of 
topics covered as measured by the PECE. 

(Note: The PECE videotapes for 1973-74 included only the teaching 
of a home learning activity rather than a complete home visit. 
Consequently, data to examine this objective are not available. 
See explanation under Objective A.) 
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Home Visit Data 




The Parent Educator Weekly Report (PEWR) which is filled out by 
the parent educator after each home visit, yields a great amount of 
useful data relative to the Florida model, including: (1) parent 
reactions to tasks; (2) home - school relations; and (3) certain 
general information. During 1973-74, 124,923 home visits were made 
to 6,482 different qualified homes and 46,790 home visits were made ' 
to 2,762 different qualified homes. These data represent a considerable 
amount of home-school contact. 

1. The PEWR serves as "field test" data for tasks since parents 
are asked to express their opinion in several ways about how they 
feel about the last task that was brought into the home. These 
data are summarized in Table 54 . ' 

The data seem to indicate two things: (1) that 1973-74 tasks 
were well received by the parents; and (2) that only slight differences 
exist between qualified and non-qualified parents with regard to the 
tasks. This latter finding is an important one since one goal of 
the Florida Model is to serve all the children in the program regardless 
of their socio-economic background. It seems fair to say that most parents, 
irregardless of background, felt that their Jiildren were interested in 
the tasks and were successful in doing them. Must parents felt that 
the tasks are important and that their level of difficulty was "just 
right" for their child. While a slight majority of parents spend 
under one hour in teaching the task to the child, almost that many 
spent one hour or more in such activity. It should be pointed out that 
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TABLE 54 

PEWR Data on Parent Reaction to Tasks 



INTEREST 



Type of Home 

Qualified 
Non-qualified 



High 

69,331 (70%) 
27,315 (74%) 



Mild 

25,662 (26%) 
8,178 (22%) 



Disinterested Not Asked Not Given 

957 (l'«) 1,712 (2%) 1,009 (1%) 
316 (i%) 617 (2%) 309 (1%) 



Type of Home 

Qualified 
Non-qualified 



High 

64,932 (66%) 
26,014 (71%) 



SUCCESS 



Mild 



29,349 (30%) 
9,248 (25%) 



Not Successful Not Asked Not Given 



1,253 (1%) 
384 (1%) 



2,005 (2%) 
755 (2%) 



968 (1%) 
300 (1%) 



IMPORTANCE 



Type of Heme 

( Qualified 

Non-qualified 



Important Some Importance No Importance Not Asked Not Given 



74,720 (76%) 
28,103 (77%) 



18,742 (19%) 
6,502 (18%) 



254 (0.3%) 
108 (0.3%) 



3,898 (4%) 
1,688 (5%) 



894 
313 



DIFFICULTY 



Type of Home Too Difficult Just Right 



Qualified 
Non-qualified 



4,636 ( 5%) 
1,649 ( 4%) 



85,651 (87%) 
31,637 (86%) 



Too Easy 

1,440 (1%) 
838 (2%) 



Not Asked Not Given 



5,338 (5%) 
2,070 (6%) 



r,383 (1%) 
492 (1%) 



Over 

Type of Home 3 Hours 



Qualified 
Non-qualified 



TIME SPEW 
2-3 
Hours 



1-2 
Hours 



Under 1 
Hour 



Nc 



(ked Not Given 



5,427 (6%) 9,190 (9%) 25,454 (26%) 47,013 (48%) 8,4^V(9*) 2,982 (3%: 
2,309 (6%) 2,868 (8%) 9,407 (26%) 18,280 (50%) 3,074 C^) 799 (2%: 
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parent teaching time does not include any time that the child might 
have spent working on the task by himself once it was taught to him. 
2. Home-School Relationships 

A basic goal in the Florida Model is the strengthening of 
home-school relationships. Florida Model emphases include encouraging 
parent to visit the school, work in the classroom as a volunteer, 
attend parent group meetings (other than PAC) , and attend PAC meetings. 
The Model relies heavily upon the parent educator to facilitate such 
parent involvement. The teacher also plays an important role by 
planning carefully with the parent educator in order to assist her with 
her activities and plans with her parents. 

The 1973-74 PEWR home-school relations data are summarized. 

in Table 55 . When the data are examined and compared with those 

reported in previous annual reports, it is amazing how consistent the 

percentages are from year to year. Slight increases may be detected from 

1972-73 to 1973-74 in terms of the amount of teacher-parent educator 

planning time and time spent informing parents of PAC meetings ^ but 

generally little change has resulted. Roughly one^fourth of the 

parents visited the school, slightly less than one-tenth of the parents 

volunteer in the classroom and attend parent group meetings (other 

- »- 

than PAC), and slightly over one-tenth of the parent^ report that they 
attend PAC meetings. 

These results are consistently obtained in spite of the fact 
that over half of the teacher-parent educator planning sessions for 
home visits are over fifteen minutes in length, that parent educators 
discuss the last PAC meeting with parents about half the time and 
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TABLE 55 

\ PEWR Data on Home-School Relations 

Tim PLANNING VISIT 

Type of Home Under 15 30 45 One No 

Minutes Minutes Minutes Hour Planning 

Qualified 55,012 (46%) 47,101 (39%) 5,225 (4%) 9,159 (8%) 3,652 (3%) 

Non-qualified 20,789 (46%) 17,409 (38%) 2,381 (5%) 3,673 (8%) 1,160 (3%) 

^« VISIT THE SQiOOL 

Type of Home Ves No PE Does Not Know 

Qualified 28,048 (23%) 91,525 (75%) 2,660 (2%) 

Non-qualified 12,040 (26%) 33,182 (72%) 845 (2%) 



lORK IN CLASSROOM 

Type of Home Yes No PE Does Not Know 

Qualified 8,473 (7%) 112,963 (92%) ' 962 (1%) 

Non-qualified 4,101 (9%) 41,774 (90%) 262 (1%) 



ATTEND PARENT GROUP 

Type of Home Yes No PE Does Not Know 

Qualified 10,076 (8%) 105,907 (87%) 6,313 (5%) 

Non-qualified 4,341 (9%) 39, 9« (87%) 1,798 (4%) 



ATTEND PAC MEETING 

Type of Home Yes No PE Does Not Know 

Qualified 14,179 (12%) 99,177 (81%) 8,839 (7%) 

Non-qualified 5,324 (12%) 38,541 (84%) 2,188 (5%) 



DISCUSS PAC MEETING 

Type of Home Yes No 

Qualified 61,147 (50%) 60,895 (50% )y' 

Non-qualified 22,461 (49%) 23,597 (51%) 

ERIC t ^ .] X 3 ^ 



INFORM OF PAC NEETING 



Type of Home Yes No 

Qualified 79.500 (65%) 43,030 (35%) 

Non-qualified 28,828 (62%) 17,316 (38%) 



# ^ PLANS FOR SCHOOL VISIT 

•^e of Home Yes No 

Qualified 73,062 (60%)'^ 49,326 (40%) 

Non-qualified 24,760 (54%) 21,346 (46%) 
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inform them of the next PAC meeting slightly less than two-thirds of 
the time, and that parent educators make plans with the parents to 
visit the sc^iool over half the time. The problem in interpreting 
these somewhat consistent data is the lack of comparison data. What 
percentage of non-Follow Through parents typically visit the school, 
work in the classroom and attend parent group meetings? We suspect 
that these Follow Through data, especially when the parent population 
is considered, would look pretty good in comparison if such data were 
avidlable. Especial attention is called to the very slight differences 
existing between qualified and non-qualified families on the data 
reported in Table 55 . 

3. General Information 

The PEWR picks up certain general information that is summarized 
in Table 56 . The comprehensive services data should be interpreted 
in light of the fact that parent educators do not generally initiate 
discussions of the comprehensive services but responds when the parent 
seeks information or makes a request. Thus, the comprehensive 
services data look good. The differences between the qualified and 
the non-qualified parents would be expected since the latter do not 
qualify for most of the services. It is interesting that about one- 
third the non-qualified parents still asked for and received some 
con^rehensive services information. This may, in part, reflect the 
fact that a number of non-qualifiefd parents are so classified because 
they are only slightly over the required income figure set by the 
Follow Through Guidelines. They are not "middle class" in terms of 
social class theory. 
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TABLE 56 

PEWR Data on General Information 



DISCUSS COMPREHENSIVE SERVICES? 

Type of Home Yes No 

Qualified 55,910 (46%) 66,431 (54%) 

Non-qualified 15,241 (33%) 30,888 (67%) 

/ 

ASK FOR TASK SUGGESTIONS? 

Type of Home Yes No 

Qualified 64,146 (53%) 58,064 (48%) 

Non-qualified 22,958 (50%) 23,123 (50%) 



GIVEN TASK SUGGESTIONS? 

Type of Home Yes No 

Qualified 4,335 (4%) 117,828 (96%) 

Non -qualified 1,692 (4%) 44,389 (96%) 
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The data cn asking for and getting task suggestions are 
very much like those of 1972-73 with only slight percentage increases. 
While almost half the time the parent educator reports that she is 
asking the parent for suggestions for tasks, the parent educator 
is still not getting many suggestions from paisnts. These^results 
are consistent in spite of a number of inservice training efforts designed 
to show parent educators how to "pull tasks out of parents''. 

Summary of PEWR Dwta 

While some of the PEWR daz^. are difficult to interpret due to the 
lack of comparison data, the 1973-74 PEWR data generally indicate 
considerable strength in ttie program. Further, sine- these data are 
very similar to those obtained in 1972-73 and previo«^>i:pars , the 
results seem to be consistent ones It is especially encouraging to 
note that the differences between qualified and non-qualified homes are 
^slight and thst the program seems to be serving all parents and children 
in the same way irregardless of their backgrounds. 

In general, the PEWR indicates tasks are well received by parents, 

0 

comprehensive services are being dis sed, and at le^st nodest success 
can be claimed in the area of home-ichool relations. Parent -generated 
tasks continues to be an area of weaknesses. 

H ome Learning Activity Data 

The Parent Educator weekly Report (PEWR) also yields data 
concerning the extent to which we are achieving our goal of individualizing 
instriction through tasks. This is done by dividing the number of 
completed home visits during which tasks were presented by the number 

/ 
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of different task§ that were presented during the schtool year. Previous 
analyses indicated that such data had to be analyzed at the classroom 
level due to the'sharing* of tasks across classrooms and across 
compmnities . Thus, the 1973-74 data were analyzed by classroom. 

Suppose, for example, that in a class of thirty pupils each task 
is sent into an average of 25 homes. Little individualization in 
terms of choosing different tasks for different pupils and mothering 
ones would appear to be going on. Orf the other haftd, if each task 
went into an average of five homes, a considerable amount of individualization 
would appear to be occuring. 

Analyzing such data on a classroom by classroom basis and then 
making judgments about a community's overall progress isn't easily done 
and yields o. ^y gross estimates at best. However the task individualization 
data are reported in Appendix E by community and were analyzed as follows: 
When a classroom contained roughly thirty pupils, an average task 
useage of 1 - 10 homes was judged to represent "considerable 
indl t^idualization". An average task usage of 11-20 homes was judged 
to represent "some individualization*' while an average task usage of over 
twenty homes was held to represent "little individualization". Each 
community was then examined in terms of where the majority of its 
classrooms falK 

Using the above criteria, communities K, N, 0, P, S, T, and U 
evidenced "considerable individualization". Communities L,,M, Q, and R 
were judged to ha' e "some individualization". No community appeared 
to fall into the "little individual ization"catcgory . These findings are 
indeed encouraging and possibly represent a considerable emphasis placed 

( 

on such totivities by both the communities and the model sponsor. Some 

er|c l i ^ ; # 



133 



individual classrooms are still not, of course, individualizing tasks 
through teacher-parent educator planning and need assistance by 
consuliants , task specialists, and others. However, overall the picture 
looks quite good. 
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Summary 




The 1973-74 Sponsor evaluation of the Florida Parent Education 
Program used data pertaining to parents, children, teachers and parent 
educators. These data were collected in the eleven communit es 
participating in the Florida Model of follow Through. 

In general, the results relating to parents should be examined 
quite closely, as the Florida Model^ is one which places great emphasis 
on parental involvement. The analyses of the data seemed to suggest 
the following conclusions with respect to parents: 

1, Parents who have been involved with the Florida 
Model use more "desirable teaching behaviors" than do non-Pol low 
Through parents, 

2, A substantial percentage of families (Community 

Median - 27%) attended at least one PAC meeting. Although performance 

/ 

did not meet the desired ctiter ^n, a large niimber of parents did 
participate at PAC meetings. To a lesser degree, parents participated 
in PAC related activities (Community Median - 14%). 

3, Follow Through parents did volunteer in classrooms. 
In the 11 communities, the distribution of percentages of parents 
volunteering at least once had a nedian of 42%, 

4, The regularity of home visits was lower than anticipated. 
However, this discrepancy may reflect problems in the delivery system 
rather than parental non-participation, 

5, Parents have been involved in making decisions about 
the Follow Through program. This conclusion was reached by inspection 
of PAC meeting minutes. 
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6. Parents who have been involved in the Florida Model 
seem to have changed their style of parenting. Younger children 
from these families come to school better prepared than do children 
from families who have not been in Follow Through. 

7. Examination of measures of the home environment 
suggests that low income families showed positive'^^llMges in Awareness 
of Qiild Development, Availability, and Use of Supplies for Language ^ 
Development, Materials for Learning in the Home, and Reading Press. 

The data on children examined as part of this evaluation consisted 
of standard achievement measures, attendance, and self concept measures. 
The following conclusions seem warranted after analysis of child data: 

1. The results from standardized achievement tests give 

a confusing picture. Some communities show positive results, some show 

negative results, and some show no differences between Follow Through 

and non-Follow Through groups. The^e differences in results might % 

be attributed to .the difficulty in obtaining adequate comparison 

groups. \ 

2. The attendance data also present a mixed picture. 
Again, the differences may be a function of the comparison groups 
used rather than a measure of program effect. 

3. The self j:oncept data seem to suggest positive 
pretest/posttest changes in kindergarten and first grade, and negative 
changes in second and third grade. These findings may be descriptive 
of what happens to children in public schools, rather than results 
specific to the Florida Model. 

4. The analysis of the data from subtests of the 
Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery provided no meaningful insights, 
and the battery has been dropped from the evaluation design. 
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^ ^ The data collected on teachers provided information about 
the knowledge of the Desirable Teaching Behaviors, the use of 
paraprofessionals in the classroom, and planning for home visits. 
Based on the data, these conclusions are suggested: 

1. The teachers are able to identify instances of the 
Desirable Teaching Behaviors. However, the results indicated that 
some of the behaviors are less familiar than others. 

2. Although there are some community differences, teachers 
do not appear to be using parent educators effectively in classroom 
instruction activities. However, part of the problem lies with the 
manner in which data were collected, and^the procedures have been 
revised. 

3. Observation of Teacher/Parent Educator planning 
sessions indicated that generally, planning for home visits did 
occur as scheduled. This finding is supported by the Home 
Learning Activity individualization data. 

Data collected on Parent Educators included information on 
knowledge of the Desirable Teaching Behaviors, and changes in the 
parent educators, themselves. Based on these data, the following 
conclusions may be reached: 

1. Parent Educators are reasonably familiar with the 
Desirable Teaching Behaviors. In general, their performance on the 
identification test was lower than that by teachers, but this 
finding might be attributed to reading ability as the identification 
test was loaded with a verbal factor. Several of the DTBs were 
identified for further inservicc work. 

2. The changes in new parent educators were not appaient 
based on the measures used- Self concept measures indicated little 
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change, and the lows of control measure changed toward an internal 

-4 

lows I but not significantly. 

The data provided by the PEWR suggest the following conclusions: 
!• Parents view the Home Learning Activities positively. 
2. Parents seem to be reluctant to give suggestions for 
taskst 
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Parental / /citudes Toward the 
Follow Through Program 

INTRODUCTION: 

The Florida Parent Education Follow Through Program is an educa- 
tional research program adopted in eleven communities distributed in 
ten states. Because o( the importance of parental involvement in this 
program, a comprehensive parent assessment of the Follow Through model 
wa5 conducted both in 1972 (McDowell report) and at the end of the 
1972-73 ichool year (Bozler report). These two parental evaluation 
surveys were conducted in Alachua County which served as an experi- 
mental parent educator home model at that time. In May, 1974, a 
similar survey was conducted in two of the Florida model's communities. 
Of the two communities that were surveyed, one is a large urban city 
located in the southeastern sector of the United States and the other 
community is a small rural town comprised of 7,000 people in the mid- 
western part of the United States^ Throughout this report, the former 
will be referred to as community L and the latter as Community N. 
Section 1: PROCEDURES 
A. Development of the Questionnaire 

The questionnaire that was used in 1972 and 1973 was revised in 
April, 1974 by Ms. Roberta R. Streit with the assistance of the Follow 
Through staff. Several meetings were held to revise the original 
questionnaire and to make some suggestions for additional questions. 
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The final questionnaire was approved by Dr. Gordon Greenwood in 
May, 1974, A copy of this questionnaire is included in Appendix B 
of this repojrt. 

Sampling Procedures 
The subjects in this study were selected by use of a table of 
random numbers. A sample size of 90 was chosen as well as a sample 
of 90 comparable alternates. These samples were drawn according to 
economic level and race. Included in the sample were 50 parents from 
community N which comprised 5% ©f that area's population in Follow 
Through, and 60 parents from xoramunity L comprising 10% of that commun- 
ity's Follow Through population. In community N, th^majority of the 
population chosen was white with an even distribution from the quail- 

y 

fied and non-qualified income level families. In community L, the 
majority of the families were black and from the lower socioeconomic 
level, 

C, Field Interviews * 

In preparation for the field interview, six undergraduate students were 
chosen and briefed as to the procedure to follow when conducting the 
visitation in the two respective communities. Four students were 
chosen to go to community L and the other tvo were chosen to go to 
co'urauiiity N, 

V Prior to the visit, two letters n'ere sent to the .selected- saitrpie 
of parents in each community for the purpose ©f explaining the format 
and purpose of th** -interview. It wrs explicitly stated in these letters 




that the interview was to be kept completely confidential and would 
be for the purpose of evaluating the Florida Follow Through parent 
education model. One of the letters was sent to the original ninety 
parents that were randomly selected and the other letter was sent to 
ninety additional parents chosen as alternates to the' original san^le. 
(See Appendix). In addition, a letter was sent to the parent -educators 
that are associated with the random sample yf parents. This letter 
was sent to inform them of the interviewing procedure and to ask their 
assistance with the interview if the circuiAstances required it. (See 
Appendix B) . \ . 

The questionnaire was administered during the week of May 5-May 12, 
1974. Each interviewer was given an introductory letter and an addi* 
tional comment letter which was to be left with the parent so that they 
would have an opportunity to communicate to the Institute any further 
comments they felt relevant (See Appendix B). 

Section II: RESULTS 
A. General Overview 

As mentioned earlier, the random sample for this interview was 
chosen according to economic level and race. Because of the nature of 
this sample, several comparisons can be made. The primary considera- 
tions are presented in terms of frequency of questions answered accord- 
ing to the different categories listed under each individual question. 
These categories represent answers ranging i.rom highly positive responses 
to extremely negative responses. In addition, answers have been analyzed 
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according to the two different communities visited, race, and economic 
levels. Subtotals are computed for Community L and Comnunity N, as 
well as an overall grand total for the two communities involved. (See 
Appendix C) . 

B. Discussion of Results 

In order to facilitate analysis of the results, the discussion 
will be subdivided into major categories of concern as presented in the 
questionnaire. i 
Category One: General Program 

A canprehensive overview of questions one through four suggests a 
favorable parental reaction towards the program in general. Question 1, 
which deals with the parent's initial reaction to Follow Through shows 
that 66% of the total population expressed a favorable response to 
the program. This result can further be delineated by the two communi- 
ties: Community L had a 68% favorable reaction and Community N had a 
63% favorable response. The black population in each of these communities 
responded more favorably to the program than the white population as 
indicated below: 

When someone first came and explained the Follow Through Program 
irfiat did you think about it? 



Community L Community N 

\Black White Black White 

Favorable ] 

Reaction j 82% 26% J 00^ 62% 

In addition to this favorable response, 96% of the population 
thought the programNrfas a good idea (Question IB). 
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Based on Question 2A» the data indicate that the majority 
of the parents have been in the program for one year and commented 
that the program was a success (84% - Question 3B). Some of the 
desirable aspects of the program that were mentioned related to 
the increased attention offered to the children as a result of the 
program (15% - grand total), and the cohesiveness shown as^ conse- 
quence of the school and parents working together (20% - Question 28) • 
When asked about the undesirable aspects of the program, 41% of the 
total population responded that there were no undesirable aspects and 
an additional 41% did not respond. A small percentage (7%) said 
'•more attention", "discipline", and "time for tasks" were needed 
(Question 2B). 

In response to Question 3A, addressed tp the goals of the program, 
55% of the total population said the program was designed to help children 
educationally and socially. An additional 12% said that one of the pro- 
grams goals was to help form a better relationship between parents and 
children, 

A large majority of parents (78%) Stated that they thought parents 
should have a voice in the operation of the Follow Through model (Ques- 
tion 4A) and stated parental involvement (18% and parental knowledge of 
children's needs (31%) as the reasons for this. Interestingly enough, 
only 12% gave reasons why parents should not participate in the operation 
of Follow Through. These reasons included satisfaction with Follow Through 
services as it is now operating (7.8%) and a feeling of inferiority or 
disqualification concerning the program(4.4%) concerning the program (4.4%) 
(Question 4B). 
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To further support the conclusion that parents express favorable 
attitudes toward Follow Through, 2 comment letters were received by the 
Institute for the Development of Human Resources expressing a deep grati- 
tude for Follow Through in general and commenting on the continuance of 
the program. 

Category Two: Parental Involve|[nent With Their Children 

A careful examination of the data in this area indicates Follow 
Through's considerable impact on parental involvement with their children. 
(Question 5). 

Due to the nature of question SA^^add ress^ gd^to parental involvement 
with children before the program started, multiple answers were offered 
and the totals for each community were above 100% and were, tljerefore, 
eliminated from the tables. ThS most common areas in which the parents 
offered their h^^lp were the areas of jmath, reading, and ABC's (23%, 
31%, and 26% respectiv.ely) (^uest^Dn 5A) . As evidenced by question 5A, 
51% of the total popul^tior^-said^^ were doing different types of things 
with their child now opposed to before the program started. This new 
involvement included kn increased awareness of their children's schooluork, 
tasks, and activities (43% and 12% respectively) (Question 5C) . Similarly, 
64% of the Follow Through parents acknowledged spending more #^ime with their 
children now as opposed to before the commencement of Follow Through 
(Quest ioTi 5D) . 

Category Three: School Achievement 

r 

We were particularly interested in knowing if the parents thought 
that their participation in the program had contributed to an improvement 
in their children's performance in school. Based on the data indicated 
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in question 6B, o2% of the population respol^ded positively to this 
with the emphasis being in the qualified areas of both communities ^ 
(Community L - 70% qualified, 33% non-qualified; '"ommunity N - 66% 
qualified, 53% non-qualified) • In addition, parents indicated that 
Follow Through was prime force in contributing to their children's 
de. rable behavior in cchool '^^ t subsequent relations with his teacher 
and peers (See Table I). 

Category Fbur: Teacher, Parent , a nd Parent Edu-atot Relations 

Questions 9 through 15, and question 22 deal with the different 
aspects of the teather - parent - parent educator relationship. 

In analyzing the responses fcr questions 9A and 9B, it becomes 
apparent that the majority of Parent Educators do not live in the 
same neighborhood as the parents who were interviewed (63%) . Addi- 
tionally, a sufficient number of parents (35%) indicated that they 
thought the ^ it educator should not live in the same neighborhood 
as they. More parents in Community N (46%) responded negatively tn 
this question than in Community L (30%) . 

Parental response to question lOA and lOB suggests that a moder- 
ate number of the parent educators are of the same economic background 
as the parents interviewed. (36% overall, 53% Community N, 28% Community 
L). However, a sizable number of parents (36% total sample) said that 
it was unnecessary for the parent educator to be of the same economic 
background as themselves. The lesponse to these questions were higher 
in the qualified category of Community L {IVo) than in the non-^qualif ied 
category of that same Community (25%). 
^ 
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TABLE I 
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7A. Has your child's behavior 
improved this school year? 

YES 
NO 



COMMUNITY L COMMUNITY N TOTAL 



4811 

10% 



33% 
23% 



43% 
15% 



7b. How r . ,1 is this due to 
Follow Tnrough? 



A LOT 
NONE 



45% 
10% 



26% 
3% 



38% 
7% 



8A. Does child get along better 
with his teacher now as com- 
pared to before he was in 
Fol low Through? 



YES 46% 66% 

NO 6% »3% 5% 



8B. Is this du{ to Follow Through? 

» YES 31% 43% 35% 

m 2% 3% 2% 



8C. Does youi ch: " 1 get along 
better with h.s peers now 
as compared to before he 
was in Follow Through? 



YES 56% 60% 57% 

NO 3% 0% 2% 



8D. Is this due to Follow Through? 



YES 36% 56% 43% 

NO 3% 3% 3% 



8E. Does your child like school 

more now as compared to before 
he was in Follow Tli rough? 



YES 55% 75% 61% 

NO 6% 6% 6% 



8F, Is this due to Follow Through? 
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A large percentage of parents (71%) indicated that their teacher 
did not make any home visits (Question llA), Of the teachers that did 
visit various homes, 14% of them visited only once. Among the reasons 
for visitation were for discussion of the child (14%), discussion of 
schoolwork (3%), discussion about Follow Through and tasks (4%), and 
general discussion for the purpose of "getting acquainted** (7%) 
(Question HE), 

Questions 12A through 12F deal with reactions to how and why the 
teacher should make regularly scheduled home visits. Sixty-two parents 
(69%) indicated that they think the teacher should not make home visits 
and 52% cf these parents stated that the teacher had enough responsibility 
and should not be expected to make home visits. Twelve percent of the 
parents expressed a need for home and school communication with the 
teacher as the link between the two. Fourteen parents (15%) said the 
school system should provide teacher aides and pay the teacher for 
^^^^ extia work in order to facilitate home visits. 

An overwhelming response to questions 13A through ISB shows 
that as high as 96% of the parents expressed no difficulty at all 
in communicating with their teacher and parent educators, in spite of 
the different economic backgrounds and different living areas. This 
serves to demonstrate the harmony that can be easily reached among 
participants in Follow Through which in turn reinforces the appli- 
cability of this program 

In addition to this harmony experienced among the parents, parent 
educators, and teachers, 87% of the parents said they were learning more 
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about their children as a result of the interaction with these other 
people (Question 23A). Included in the new areas of learning regarding 
their children are those concerning behaviors at school (63%), closer 
communication with child (4.4%), and an increased appreciation of the 
child (8%) (Question 23B) • 

Category Five; Parent Educator and Home Visits 

Based on the responses obtained in questions 16 through 19 and 
questions 21 and 24, many favorable comments about the home visits were 
received. In Sommunity L and Community N, a majority (86% and 73% 
respectively) of the parents indicted* that the home visits should be 
made at the home. In Community N, however, 3 parents *(10%) said the 
school was a good place for a visit and an additional 4 parents (6%) in 
Community L responded similarly (Question 16A). Reasons for the afore- 
mentioned places were convenience (58%), privacy (9%), and importance 
of observing the child in his home and school environment (8%), It was 
gratifying to note that 100% of the parents in Community N w'ere allegedly 

Is* ted by their parent educators at least once a week. Overall, 92% 
of the population reported this frequency of visitation of at least once 
a week (Question 17A). Answers to question 178 reveal, that 89% of the 
total population thought this frequency of visitation was "just right". 
Similarly, 95% of the total sample felt comfortable having someo.ie from 
the school visit their home on a regular basis. 

It was slso indicated that seventy-seven of the respondk^ts (S5%) 
felt that their children liked having the parent educator and/or the 
teacher make home visits (Question 19). IVhen asked about tho topics that' 




were discussed during these home visits the parents and the parent 
educator mentioned topics such as tasks, comprehensive services (31%), 
child's performance in school (23%), PAC meetings (2%), child rearing 
(6%), and issues concerning family and community (15%) (Question 21). 

Again, it might be mentioned that all the aforementioned data 
serves, to solidify the idea of ease of communication experienced by the 
parents, parent educator, and teachers involved in the Follow Through 
Program. 

Category Six; Tasks 

An analysis of question 20 which dealt specifically with tasks 
(hoq^ learning activities) indicates that 81% of the total sample thought 
the tasks suited their child. Almost 63% of the parents said their 
parent educator makes an attempt to 3uit the tasks to their children 
(Question 20B) . 

In question 20C, an attempt was made to discern whether the parent 
educators used role-playing as a technique for presenting the tasks. 
Here, S7% of the total respondents answered positively and 41% negatively. 
When the parents were asked how they felt about role-playing a task, 
(Question 20C-How) 39% said it was good and 18% responded negatively, 
saying it was unnecessary or created an unsteady atmosphere. In addition, 
85% of Community L and 80% of Community N said the tasks were of definite 
value to their children (Question 20D), An almost unanimous number of 
parents (87 total parents) indicated in question 20E that their children 
enjoyed the tasks. In addition to the apparent enjoyment experienced 
by these children with their tasks, the data in question 20F shows 
the tasks as having an influence upon o^.,er children in the same family. 

C n 1 5 5 
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TVenty-two families in Community N (73%) and twenty-five families (3S*:) 
responded favorably when asked about the influence of the tasks upon 
other childreh, whereas three families (10%) in Community N and 
twenty-five families (41%) in Community L responded negatively to this 
proposed influence (Question 2DF); A sufficient number of parents (41) 
re-emphasized this phenomenon of vertical diffusion by stating that the 
other children have helped and have been helped with the, tasks brought 
into their home. 

Category Seven: Parent and Parent Educator Participation in the 
Classrooni 

Questions 25 through 27 deal with parent educator home visits and 
parental participation in the classroom. An almost unanimous number of 
Follow Through parents (88 parents - 97.8% - Question 25A) vfere in agree- 
ment as to the reasons for having home visitors work in the classroom. 
As mentioned in the questionnaire, these reasons were: "to give the 
child more attention" and "to give the parent educator information about 
the child when talking to the parents." 

When asked if they ever visited the classroom, 75% of the total 
sample answered that they spent some .ime in the classroom (Question 
26A). In Community N, 73% of t\e non-qualified parents spent time in 
the classroom as opposed to 60% of the qualified parents. In addition, 
83% of Community L's non-qualified parents visited the classroom as 
opposed to 70% of the qualified parents in that community. A sufficient 
number of these parents (29 parents - 32 % overall total) stated that 
they visited the classroom for the purposes of observation only. Other 

* 
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parents visited the classroom in orde^ to help the teacher (12%), 

work with the children (20%), and to hold a conference with the teacher 

(10%) (Question 26B) . 

When asked if they felt accepted by both the teacher and the parent 
educator in the classroom, 75% of the parents answered positively to 
acceptance by the teacher and 74% ^swered positively to acceptance by. 
the parent educator. There were no negative responses in either 
community to this question. 

Question, 26E addressed itself to the reasons for non-participation 
in the classroom by the parent. Twelve parents (13%) stated that they 
were working and didn't have time. Other reasons stated were trans- 
portation problems (2%), health reasons (1%), and responsibilities to 
younger children at home (4%), 

Question 27 asked the parents if they thought the school has deve- 
loped better understanding of their child as a learner as a result of 
these parent educator*s visits, teacher visits, and parental participa- 
tion in the classroom. An overwhelming 97% responded positively to this 
question. 

Categoiy Eight: Interaction of Parent and School 

Of particular interest was finding out parental attitudes toward 
the proposed interaction of home and school. A striking 98.9% 
of the total sample of parents stated that they thought the home and 
school should work together in the education ol their children (Question 
28A). Some of the reasons stated in defense of this were the importance 
of parental understrinding of what happens in the school environment (22%) 
unity needed between the school and home because either one of these two 
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institutions should, not take on the responsibility of the child's needs 
alone (6%), and the importance of parental involvement because of the 
parent's knowledge of their particular child's needs and wants (4%) 
(Question 28B), 

In addition, eighty two parents stated that the program has helped 
them better understand what the school expects of their child in the 
aucidtjmic areas* They stated that the program informed thCia of new 
innovations in teaching (4%), helped thm realize the importance of 
their involvement with the children's homework (6%), and helped them 
treat their child as an individual at home (2%) (Question 29B). 

In addition to these responses, seventy-nine parents stated that 
they considered themselves as a partner with the school in terms of their 
children's leamir * 

T'f wQc onr»nnraoina tn find n ^ ^Topi Tc^.%Tiax\9.e to narcntal succestions 
regarding other ways in which parents should be included in the school 
aside from classroom visitation. These suggestions included field trip 
participation (3%), volunteer work (7%), parental participation in 
planning of the school system \\%) , parental invul vt^meut in the pre- 
paration of the school menp (1 0 i voluntefir hours in thn library (l-o), 
and the establishment of new classes for parents (1**^) (Question 31 B), 

Category Nine: Parental Participation in Follow Through Parent Meetings 

Based on questions 37A tbrnnoh VZI , one will observe a moderate amount 
of parental participation in PAC meetings and PAC related activities. A 
total of 85 parents (94%) said they had been notified in advance about these 
Tollow Through PAC raectings (Question 32A) • Of the parents that were noticed 
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about these meetings, 61% actually attended the meetings with 
Comminity L having a larger percentage of parental attendance 
(66%) than Community N (50%) (Question 32B). Based on the responses 
in Question 32D, addressed to the parental feelings about the value 
of these meetings, 49% of the parents that attended these meetings 
felt that they were of some value to them. Only 10% of the total 
sample responded negatively to this same question. IVhen asked to 
describe ways in which the parent educaior encouraged parental 
attendance, the responses were ai follows: (See Table II) 
(Question 32E), 

Table II 

In what ways did your P.E. encourage you to attend these meetings? 

1) P,E. specifically invited parent to come to the 

meeting 14% 

2) P.E. encouraged parental attendance by informing 

through letters 9% 

3) P.E. offers transportation assistance 2% 

Sixty-four percent of the parents surveyed said that they definitely 
had a voice in the operation of the Follow Through program (Question 32F). 
When asked to describe the manner in which they had an input into the 
activities of Follow Through, 11% said they had an influence by voting 
for issues and officers, and an additional 9% said they had planned and 
created Follow Tlirough budgetary programs. Similarly, 3% of the parents 
stated that they made several str'.gest ions to the Follow Through Program 
and these suggestions were definitely acted upon (Question 32G1. 
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We were interested to find out if the Follow TTirough parents 
attended any parent meetings other than PAC related ones. One half 
of the total sample of parents stated that they did attend meetings 
other than PAC, and these meetings included PTA (41%), Bazaar planning 
(1%) , comprehensive services (2%) , and various open houses (1%) 
(Questions 32H and 321). 

Category Ten; General Co>.^nicnts 

In analy^.inp th^ rnspnnses to ip.if^sti rms 3!>A an-j 33R, one will 
observ wne overwhelming nur^ber of positive responses received in 
regard to the program in general, r.om of the positive conuTients 
received from the parents are as follows: 

Positive Coiraiients Regarding Foi low Through 
^ Progr?.ir. is outst^ifiding in generHl- , • 17% 

2, Program is good for parents and children 3% 

V 

3, Children benefit from the program and the parents work hard 
to help their children 11% 

4, The program offers a great deal of help concerning infor- 
mation about comprehensive services offered in the 
community. , , 3% 

Although we received a large number of favorable responses in regard 
to the program in general, ue did receive a small number of negative respon 
Among these responses were: 



Negative Comments Regarding Follow Through 

1. Tasks too easy 1% 

2. Not enougii information about Follow Through disseminated 
to parents 2% 
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3. Parents want Follow Through in all Classrooms.. [ 2% 

In addition to these comments about Follow Through, parents made 
many suggestions concerning the improvement of the program. These 
suggestions were as follows: 



A. Suggestions regarding PAC meetings: 

1. Parents should be notified in advance about PAC meetings. This 
way they will be better prepared for them. 

2. There are too many PAC ^rties and projects. This is getting 
away from the purpose of the program. K^e do not spend enough 
time discussing issues regarding the children of the program. 



B. Suggestions regarding Tasks and Parent Educators: 

1. Tasks should be more related to the child's schoolwork. 

2. P.E. isn't helpful because she doesn't spend enough time on the 
tasks and schoolwork. 



C. Suggestions regarding the school: 

1. A "parent" day should be established. This day would be for the 
purpose of having the parent spend a full day with the child at 
t^e school . 

2. *^ Parents should help prepare the school menu. 

3. Parents should play a part in the planning of the entire school 
system. 

4. Special classes for parents are more widely needed (i.e., reading, 
math) . 

5. Parents who cannot attend the PTA meetings should not be deprived 
of going on school trips. The teacher usually picks those parents 
who frequently attend these meetings. 



D. Suggestions regarding the Program: 

!• Middle income children should not be deprived of tne summer program 
trips. 00161 



/ 



/ 
/ 



/ 



-18- 



Section III: Conclusions 

1. There was an overall favorable response towards the Follow 
Through program in general (see Categories One and Ten)* 

2. A majority of the Follow Through parents spend more time with 
their children now as opposed to before the commencement 

of Follow Through (see Category Two). Similarly, the 
majority of the parents stated that their participation in 
the program had contributed to an improvement in their 

3. In spite of different economic backgrounds and neighborhoods, 
the data presented in this report snrves to solidigy the 
idea of ease of commi^mi cation experienced by the parent, 
parent educator, teachers, and other participants involved ^ 
in the Foliow Through program Isee Categories Four and hivej. 

4. A majority of parents from both communities were pleased with 
the home learning activities, stating that they were suited 
to their children (see Category Six). 

^ 5. An overvvhelming number of parents (89 parents - 98.9^0 stated 
that they thought the home and school should work together 
in the education of their children. This serves to reinforce 
the applicability of the Follow Through program (see Cntegories 
Seven and night) . 

6, Although most parents were notified in advance about PAC meetings 
{94'a) , only bVo actually attended these meelinj:s. Suggestions 
regarding improvement*^ in this area arc presented in Table VI 
(ser* Category Nine) . 



ERLC 1 « 2 



APPENDIX B 



Forms and Letters 
in Conjunction with the Parent Interview 



ERIC 



'1 !5 t t> 3 



\. When someone first came and explained 
the Follow Through Program, what did 
you think about it*^ 



Good 



Undecided 



B. Was it a good idea; 



Bad 
~1 



A. How nany years have you been in the 
program? 



B. What do you think about the prograni 
now^ that you have been in it for 
( i n s e rt no. of yrs. in pr o r an from 
2A)? V,hat arc the -:coS^ i\ i n'^bTT ITna t 
"tRings are not so good? 



/ 
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3. A. What do you thinkrthis progroji) was 
^ tr)*inE to do? 
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Did it accomplish uhal it vas trying to 
do? 



Yes it 

accon;plir>hed 

most of what it Undecided 
was trvinr, to do 



Success 



No it didn't 

accomplish 
anything it 
wat- trvinr t. 



1 

Fai ] ure 



A. 



Do vou think p^'^rents should have a 
voice ill the -iwwwv: of the Follow 



1 ^9 



B. Vihy or V,hy Not? 

(V:h i c \\ c V >: r i s app r op r i a t e ) 



Yes 



Undecided 



No 



A. Ifhat kinds of things did you do with 
your child that were helpful to him 
in school before this program starts 



Yes - many 

B. Are vou doinj; different kinds of things different Undecided ^^/f^^,^^, 

with your child no^ as opposed to be- thin|s _ ^ ^ 

fore this prograii started? 



C, If the arsver to (B) is yes, please 
explain : 



Do you spend nore time with your child 
now? ^ 



Yes 



Undecided 



No 



A, Has your child's achievement (grades 
on tests, etc.) in school improved this 
year? (Kinder-arten parents cannot 
answer this question J 



Yes 
a lot 



5 

A lot 



Undecided No - Kot 
at all 



3 2 1 

Undecided None 



B. How much do you think this is due to 
our program? Please explain: 
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A. Has your chixd^s behaviui improved 
this school year? 

B. How much do you think this is due to 
our progra-. Please explain: 



Yes 



Undecided 



No not 
at all 



Docs vour child get alonr, better uUh 
his teacher as coi.rarea to be: -re 
ho or she (v.hichcver is ari-vo]-.:-} atvj 
was in to 11 ok Throm'ji? 



B If the answer to A is yes, ib ui^t. 
to Follov. Throu,ui? Please explain. 



Does vour child net alonr. better uith 
the other children nci^_ as cc:;.parci! to 
before or shi^ i whichever is approvj 
vas in roHoK Through? 



D If the Anrwer to C is yes, is this due 
to Follow Inrough^ .Please cxplaui: 



s 


4 


3 2 


' •- 


A lot 




Undecided 


None 


5 


4 


5 2 


1 

• 


Yes 




Undecided 


Ko not 
at all 


5 


4 


" 5 2 


1 


Yes 




Undecided 


Vn not 

at all 


5 


4 


3 ^ 


1 


Yes 




Undecided 


No not 
at all 




4 


'J 


1 


Yes 




1 1- J ; A^A 


\n not 
at 4111 


5 


4 


5 ^ 


1 
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Does your child like school more nov. 
as compared to before he or she 
(whichever is appropriate) was in 
Follow Through ? 



If the answer to E is yes. is this 
due to Follow Through? Please 
explain'. 



Yes 



Undecided 



No not 
at all 
^1 



Yes 



Undecided 



No not 
at all 



1 



A Does vour Parent Educator live in your 
neighborhood or living area. 



B DO you feel that .ho should live in 
your neighborhood or living area? 



^ Is vour Parent Educator of tho ^an^.e 
or similar econcr.ic backgrouna >ou. 



B DO you feel that she should be of the 
some or similar economic background 

you? 

A Did vour child's (or "cl^J^f ^'J"' ^j;^.^. 
^* !: Khichevcr is appropriate) tcachci 

visit with you in your hone as uell 

as your PE? 

If the answer to A is No, proceed to 
Question 12. 



Yes 


Undecided 


No 


'c 4 




1 


Yes 
definitely 
should 


Undecided 


No 

definitely 
should not 


5 4 


5 2 


1 


Yes 


Undecided 


No 


5 4 


3 2 


1 


Yes 

definitely ' 
sliould 


Undecided 


No 

definitely 
should not_ 


5 


^ 


" 1 


Yes 


Undecided 


No 


5" 4 


1 2" 


♦ 1 
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B. If the answer to A is yes, how often 
did she come to visit you in yuur 
home? 



If the answer' to A is yes, did she come 
with the P.E. or by herself. 

P. E. 

Herself 

Other: 



U. II xne answer tu u ucu^a, — < 



E- If the answer to A i s yes, what did your 
teacher come to do? 



Yes Undecided No 

If the teacher were alone in the class- definitely definitely 



12. A. If the teacher were aione in ine Lia.s:>- uuwi.xc.../ 
room, do you think the teacher should 
make rcgulc^rly scheduled home visits 
doing things like your P.E. has done? 



1 
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B. Please explain why: 



C. If there arc no teacher aides, do you Yes Undecided 

think there is a way the teacher could _ _ 

visit you? 

D. If the answer tc C is 'yes, how? 



E. If the answer to C is yes, how often 
should these visits be made? 



F. How do you think the school system should 
handle this? 



8- 



IJ. A. Have you ever communicated with 
(child,' s name-) teacher? 



B. If the answer to A is yes. did you 
have problcns co'nn.unicatmg with 
(child's name) teacher? 



Yes 



Yes 



Undecided 



Undecided 



1 

No 



1 



C. If the answer to B is yes, please 
explain: 



14. A. Do you have problens co'jr.uni eating 
with the r. b. 



Yes 



Undecided 



No 



B. If yes, please explain: 
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A. Docs the teacher and/or the P. E, 
have problems communicating with 
you? 



Yes 



Undecided 



No 



B. If yes, please explain: 



16. A-. Should the visits by the teacher and/or 
the P. E. be made at your home, at the 
school, or elsewhere? 

4 

Home 



School 
Elsewhere : 



B. Why? 
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17. A. How often were you visited in your 
home by your P.E.? 



18. 



Once a Once Once Once Less 
week or every 2 every 3 a once I^P 







3 2 


1 


lias LUID LUU ITiULjl , too llLLxC^ or JUSL 

right. 


1 00 

• Little 


Just 

Rl^ht 


Too 

Much 




5 


3 


1 


1 

Do you feel cor.fortahle having son:cone 
from the school come to your home on 
a regular basis? 


Yes -very 
comfortable 


Undecided 


No -very 

Uncor.i.fortr.blt. 




5 4 


5 2 


1 



B. If the answer to A is no, whac made 
you uncomfortable? 



19. 



Does your djhild like having the P.E. 
and/or the \tcacher corr.e hcnc and visit 
with you? 



Yes 



Undecided 



No 



20. A. Are the tasks suited to your child' 
(i.e. too easy, too difficult) 



Too 

easy 



Just 

Rit!ht 



Too 
diffi cult 
1 
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B. 


Does the P. E. attempt to make the tasks 
fit your child? 


Yes 


Undecided 


No 




5 


4 3 2 


1 


C. 


Did the P.r. ever ask you to role-play 
back a task? 


Yes 


Undecided 


No 






S 


4 3 2 


1 



How did you feel about this? 



hliy: 



D. Are the tasks of value to your child' 



Yes 



Undeci ded 



No 



If no, how shculd the tasks be changed 
in order to nake them of more value to 
your child? 



E. Does your child like the tasks? 



Yes 

very 

Much 



Undecided 



No - Not 
at all 

~1 
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If you have any other children, 

have the olher children in your family 

been affected by the tasks in any way. 



Yes 



Undecided 



No 



Please explain how 



How old are th'bse children? 



91 



A nart fron the tasks, what do you and 
the P.F.. talk about that you consider 
valuable? 



22. 



A. Did you raakc suggestions to your P. E. 



Undecided Yes very Some-' Hardly No - Not 
often tir.es ever at all 
T- :i ^ 2 ^1 



If your answer to A is yes, then answer B 5 C. 
B. hTiat kind of sugRcstions did you make? 
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C. Do you know if your sucgestions were 
followed up? 



23. A. Are you learning more about your 

child from the P.E. and the teacher? 



Yes 



5 

Yes 



Undecided 



No 



3 2 1 

Uncertain No 



1 



B. • If the answer to A is yes, what are 
you learning? 



24. 



Have the hone visits affected the way Yes 

in which you teach things to your child? 

Please explain: 5 



Undecided 



No 



The reasons for having hone visitors work 
in the clnssrooin are: 

1. To give each child more 
attention 

2. To give the Parent Educator 
information about the child 
when talking to the parents. 
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A. Arc these good reasons to youl 



Yes 



Undecided 



No 



B. Should the Parent Hducator work 
part-time in the classroom with 
the teacher? _ ' 



Yes 



Undecided 



No 



C. If the parent says no to cither 
A or B ask them what they would 
change to r>ake the ])rocr'an more 
meaningful to thcru 



Undecided Yes, Yes, No 

26. A, Did you ever go to the classroom? Often Sometimes Never 



Specific Answer: 



If the answer to (A) is Yes_: Answer 
B throuph D. G nnH n. 

If the answg^to A is no, answer E 
through 11. 



B, What did you do uhcn you went to the 
class? 



J 




€• Did you feel accepted by the teacher 
in the classroom? 



Yes- 

very much 
ac cepted 



Undecided 



No-Not 
at 
all 
1 
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D. Did you feel accepted by the P.t. 
in the classroom? 



Yes- 
very much 
ac cepted 



Undecided 



No-Not 
Accepted 



If the answer to A is no, Ajiswer E,I-, 
G. H. 



icjiy didn't ^*ou visit the cl»issTnom? 

!• IVorkinj-didn' t have time. 

2. Not invited 

3. Young children at home 

4. Transportation problem 

5. Other: 



F. Did you contribute anytiiir::; to the 
class even thouqh you didn't visit 
the classroom? 

If the answer to A is yes, Answer G & H, 

G. Did you ever work with the children 
in the program? 



Yes 



Yes 



Undecided 



Undecided 



No 



No 



1 



If the answer to G is yes, how often? 
Specific answer: 



As a result of the teacher and parent 
educator visiting with you and you 
with them, docs the school have a 
better undrrst.'uidin^ of your child 
as a learner? 



Undecided Often Some- Never 

times 



4 

Yes 



3 2 
Undecided 



1 

No 
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28. A. Should the school and the home work 
together in the education of your 
child and other children? 



Yes 



Uncertain 



No 



B. Can you tell me why you feel that 
way? Please explain. 



29. A. Has the program helped you as a parent 

better understand what the school expects 
of your child in the academic areas 
(reading. Mathematics, etc.)? 



Yes 



Uncertain 



No 



B. If yes, please explrin. If no, why 
not? 



30. A. Do you consider yourself as a partner 

with the school in tenrj of your child's 
leaming? 



Yes 



Undecided 



No 



B. Please elaborate. 
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Do you thiak there are other vv'ays 
that pai'entn should be included in 

classrooms, and scnang as class 
mothers? 



Yes 



Undecided 



No 



B, t^Tiat othe. ^-^n'f do you think parents 
should be included in schools^ 



A. i\ere you notified in advance about 
Follow Through PAC n.eetmss? 



B. Did vou attend ^hese Pac meetings? 



Yes 



Undeci ded 



Undecided 



No 



4 3 2 1 

Yes Yes No -Not 

Often ?0T>etjmes At Al l 
I 2 i 



C, If the answer to B is yes, how many 



j»\QQ-^^r\^c (^2.^ \'cu attend? 



D. If the ar.s'.:cr to R is yes, were the 
meetings of value to you ' 



Ycs-of 

tremendous 

value 



Undecided 



No -No 
value 
at all 



r 



E. In wluit ways did your PE encourage 
vou to attend these meetings? 
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F. Did the parents have a voice in how Yes Undecided 

the program operates at these PAC 

meetings? 5 4 3 



G. If the answer to F is yes, in what 
ways did the parents have a ^'oice 
in how the progr^iin operates : 

f 



• — ■ 



H. Did you attend any parent meetings other Yes Undecided 

than PAC meetings? 

5 4 3 



I. If the answer to H is yes, what other 
parent meetings did you attend? 



If there is anything else on which you 
wish to comment, please state. 
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PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH 

April 16, 1974 



Dear 



The Institute for Development of Hunan Resources at 
the University of Florida is attempting to evaluate 
the Follow Through Progn^r^ in your co^^vni ty , 
Since your child is involved in this program, we are 
interested in getLing your feeling about the progryjii. 

You have been raiidumly selected as one of 60 parents 
from a total group of 759 parents to be intervieued. 
One of our interviewers will be coming to your home 
during the week of May S to May 12. This interview 
will be scheduled in place of your regularly scheduled 
home visit and will take no longer than 50 minutes and, 
of course, will be confidential. 

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation in 
this matter and we lock forward to talking with you 
at that time. 

Sincerely, 



William F, Rrnnogel 
Co-Director > 
University of Florida Follow 
Through Program 
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PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH 



April 16, 1974 



Dear 

The Institute for Development of Human Resources at the 
University of Florida is attempting to evaluate the Follow 
Through Program in your community. Since your child 

is involved in this program, we are interested in getting 
your feeling about the program. 

You have been randomly selected as one of 30 parents from 
a total group of 243 parents to be interviewed. One of 
our interviewers will be coming to your home during the 
week of May 5 to May 12, This interview will be scheduled 
in place of your regularly scheduled home visit and will 
take no longer than 30 minutes and, of course, will be 
confidential . 

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation in this matter 
and we look forward to talking with you at that tine. 



Sincerely, 



kJULTLCifJi o cn^ , 

Gordon Greenwood, Senior Co-Director 
University of Florida Follow Through 
Program 
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April 16, 1974 



The Institute for Development of lUman Resources at 
the University of Florida is attempting to evaluate 
the Follow Through Program in your -community. 
We have ranu^mly selected some parents in your 
community to be interviewed regarding their evaluation 
of the program. Your naire has been chosen as one of the 
families to be interviewed if we find it necessary to 
expand our list. The interview will take place during 
the week of May 5 to May 12. It will take no longer 
th?r» ?0 rn.iiiutcs ?nd ^ill be sch^^^ul^^ ninrp nf ynur 
regularly scheduled home visit, and, of course, it will 
be confidential • 

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation in this 
matter and we look foru*ard to talking to you at that time. 




Gordon E. Greenwood, Senior Co-Director 
University of Florida Follow Through 
Program 



GEG/vp 





1i» C*op«f«tiofi with R.ehmond. Vi»f.ni«. PK.Iod«lph.«. P«nn»yl»o«»<», Jon«tbo»«. A»fc«n««». Vtli.m*. Wtfhmfl^cn. JacktenvJU. ri«'-do. L«t 
FUmW««. Wneoo» . . T«»Tip«, l<i».«<«, Winrt»b©«<». Sowfh C<»»«I«M«. Chof»«noo9«, T«'»o«»»««. Lii<iirf«nc«bvf 4, Indian*. How*fon, T«««». o«d ih« 



I COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

IMSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT rfvlj .^j^ersity of florido 

OF HUMAN RESOURCES LIJ± , , , , e s v i I I florido- 3 26 1 

S20W«ilHoti 1^ 



FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION 

Gordon E* Greenwood, Co- Director 

WiHiom B. Wore, Co-Director 

Hottie Bessent 

Iro J* Gordon 

Barry J* Guinogh 

R. Emtle Jester 

John M. Newell 

Art Newmon ^ 

Rod Webb 

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION 
William F. Breivogel, Co-Director 
Don Bernard 
Thomos Fillmer 
Moe (Stevie) Hoffman 
Simon J oh I ; son 
Athol B, Pocker 
Joe Sheo 

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT 

OF HUMAN RESOURCES 
Alon Coller 
Patricio P. Olmsted 



PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH 



April 17, 1974 



Dear » 

The Institute for Development of Human Resources 
at the University of Florida is evaluating the Follow 
Through Program in your community. We are sending 

four girls to your community to interview a random 
sample of parents during the week of May 5 - May 12. 
He would appreciate it if you would travel with these 
girls to the parent's homes during your regularly 
scheduled home visit and allow each girl to administer 
a questionnaire at that time. 

Enclosed is a list of your parents that have been selected 
to be interviewed. The interviewer will be either 

or 



and she will be contacting you during the week of May 5 • 
May 12 to make further arrangements. 

We appreciate your help and cooperation in this matter. 
We look forward to seeing you in May. 

Sincerely, 

Roberta R. Streit 

Assistant to William Breivogel, 

Co-Oirector 
University of Florida Follow 

Through Program 
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April 17, 1974 



Dear 

The Institute for Development of Human Resources 
at the UniV'ersity of Florida is evaluating the* Follow 
Through Program in your community. We are 

sending two girls to your community to interview a 
random sample of parents during the week of May 5 - May 
12. We would appreciate it if you would travel with 
these girls to the parent's homes during your regularly 
scheduled home visit and allow each girl to administer 
a questionnaire at that time. 

Enclosed is a list of your parents that have been selected 
to be interviewed. The interviewer will be either 

or _ 

and she will be contacting you during the week of May 5 • 
May 12 to make further arrangements. 

We appreciate your help and cooperation in this matter. - 
We look forward to seeing you in May. 

Sincerely, 



Roberta R. Streit 

Assistant to Gordon E. Greenwood, 

Senior Co-Director 
University of Florida Follow 

Through ^Prog f\am 
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May 12, 1974 



Dear Follow Through Parent: 

As you know from an earlier contact, the Institute 
for Development of Human Resources at the University 
of Florida is evaluating the Follow Tnrough Program 

in jrour community. My name is 

and I have been chosen to interview 

you and provide you with a chance to evaluate this 
program. The questionnaire I will be using will be 
kept completely confidential and your name will not 
be used with the data collected. 

The Institute for Development of Human Resources has 
also provided an additional form for you to fill out 
if you have any further comments to make about the 
Follow Through Program after this interview takes place, 
An envelope addressed to the Institute for Development 
of Human Resources in Gainesville, Florida, is also 
enclosed for your convenience. The Institute hopes )ou 
will feel free to comment on this sheet. 

The Institute for Development of Human Resources ap- 
preciates your full cooperation in this matter. 

Sinceielyj 



Representative for 

Gordon E. Greenwood, Senior 

Co-Director 
University of Florida Follow 

Through Program 
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Dear Follow Tlirough Parent: 

Please feel free to make any additional comments 
you might have regarding the Follow Through Program 
on this form, ^\n envelope addressed to the Institute 
for the Development of Human Resources is enclosed 

Florida. 

Thaiik you once again for 
your cooperation. 



Other commc .ts I wish to make: 
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Tabulated Results from Parent Interviews 
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APPENDIX D 



ables of Means, Standard Deviations and Gains 
for Individual Comnuiities by Grade Level 
for the IFMF Results' 



Center: K Grade K 



Qualified Children 
(n=37) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


61.65 


48.19 


37.97 


59.78 


43.97 


s 


9. 171 


9.50 


7.60 


10.10 


7.98 


Postest 


X 


60.92 


49.32 


37.89 


59.00 


45.59 


s 


11.62 


9.50 


6.97 


12.64 


7.82 


Gain 




-0.73 


1.13 


-0.08 


-0.78 


1.62 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=15) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


62.80 


50.47 


39.47 


60.33 


44.40 


s 


8.95' 


7.57 


4.97 


8.66 


8.87 


Postest 


X 


63.80 


50.00 


40.33 


62.07 


46.60 


s 


7.62 


7.92 


5.74 


7.78 


6.60 


Gain 




1.00 . 


-0.47 


0.86 


1.74 


2.20 



ERIC 



1) General Adequacy 

2) Peer 



3) Teacher-School S) Physical 

4) Academic 



Center: L Grade 



Qualified Children 
(n=21) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




X 


53.52 


46.71 


37.04 


52.19 


41.23 


Pretest 


s 


10.67 


8.92 


6.74 


11.64 


7.01 


Postest 


X 


68.85 


55 . 76 


43.23 


66.42 


50.57 


s 


6.48 


6.46 


3.76 


8.20 


4.29 


Gain 




15.33 


9.05 


6.19 


14.23 


9.34 




Non Qualified Children 
(n=4) 

Scale 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


58.00 


44.25 


35.00 


52.75 


42.50 


s 


2.16 


3.59 


3.65 


4.99 


5.97 


Postest 


X 


65.25 


50.50 


40.00 


63.25 


46.75 


s 


8.26 


9.98 


8.28 


9.94 


8.65 


Gain 




7.25 . 


6.25 


5.00 


10.50 


4.25 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School S) Physical 

2) Peer ,, „, - ^ 4) Academic 



Center: L Grade 1 



Qualified Children 
(n=ll) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


62.54 


52.18 


40.00 


58.90 


49.09 


s 


10.25 


9.88 


4.97 


10.70 


5.80 


Postest 


X 


68.36 


55.18 


42.54 


66.72 


52.36 


s 


4.20 


4.04 


3.90 


6.81 


2.83 


Gain 




5.82 


3.00 


2.54 


7.82 


3.27 



Non Qualified Children 
Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


65.33 


53.33 


41.33 


61.66 


47.66 


s 


2.51 


4.16 


3.21 


5.13 


3.78 


Postest 


X 


68.66 


57.66 


46.33 


66.66 


48.66 


s 


6.50 


3.05 


1.52 


7.63 


6.50 


Gain 




3.33 . 


4.33 


5.00 


5.00 


1.00 



ERIC 



1) General Adequacy 

2) Peer 



3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 



^ M > « 1 4) Academic 



Center: L Grade 2 



Qualified Children 
(n=9) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


66.33 


53. 11 


41.77 


62.33 


48.66 


s 


6.08 


6.60 


4.08 


6.83 


6.28 


Postest 


X 


67.88 


55.00 


42.22 


65.88 


50.11 


s 


6.15 


4.76 


3.41 


4.04 


4.19 


Gain 




1.55 


1.99 


0.45 


3.55 


1.45 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=l) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


68.0 


57.0 


44.0 


69.0 


48.0 


s 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Postest 


X 


69.0 


55.0 


45.0 


72.0 


49.0 


s 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Gain 




1.0 . 


-2.0 




3.0 


1.0 



1) Gcnf;ral Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

2) Peer . ,^ * ,f *J Academic 



Center: L Grade 3 



Qualified Children 
(n=25) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


67.92 


54.64 


42.08 


65.12 


50.56 


s 


7.22 


6.77 


5.51 


9.41 


5.13 


Postest 


X 


68.04 


55.40 


42.16 


66.56 


50.88 


s 


6.76 


4.52 


4.06 


7.89 


4.89 


Gain 




0.12 


0.76 


0.08 


1.44 


0.32 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=4) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


66. 25 


50.75 


38.25 


65.00 


51.25 


s 


7.27 


8.53 


8.18 


8.48 


3.50 


Postest 


X 


65.25 


54.50 


41.25 


62.50 


49.75 


s 


3.09 


1.91 


3.59 


6.60 


2.50 


Gain 




-1 .00 . 


3.75 


3.00 


-2.50 


-1.50 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

2) Peer ^ m i o ^) Academic 



Center: m Grade 



1 



Qualified Children 
(n=18J 



Scale 





1 

1 


1 

2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


59.38 


49.00 


37.72 


55.55 


45.05 


s 


9.72 


7.51 


5.70 


10.83 


6.81 


Postest 


X 


58.83 


48.72 


57.50 


58.05 


V 

44.88 


s 


10.26 


9.77 


8.31 


12.14 


9.24 


Gain 




-0.55 


-0.28 


-0.22 


2.50 


-0.17 



Non Qualified Oiildreri 
(n=9) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


60.11 


49.11 


39.55 


56.00 


46.44 


s 


7.23 


9.08 


6.93 


7.79 


7.60 


Postest 


X 


62.33 


52.11 


38.66 


59.22 


47.44 


s 


4.55 


3.78 


2.29 


4.71 


4.53 


Gain 




2.22 . 


3.00 


-0.89 


3.22 


1.00 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

gj^C 2) Peer " ; ( Academic 



Center: N Grade 



Qualified Childr^ 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


65.56 


53.90 


41 .50 


65.00 


47.71 


s 


13.66 


11.31 


7.90 


14.05 


10.19 


Postest 


X 


68.21 


55.46 


42.81 


65.21 


49.93 


s 


5.93 


6.63 


4.36 


8.47 


5.92 


Gain 




2.65 


1 .56 


1.31 


0.21 


2.22 



Hon Qualified Children 
(n=24) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


66.66 


55.87 


41.54 


67.20 


49.83 


s 


10.12 


7.64 


6.71 


8.88 


8.24 


Postest 


X 


67.70 


56.20 


43.70 


65.87 


50.50 


s 


5.82 


5.18 


3.35 


7.26 


4.98 


Gain 




1.04 . 


0.33 


2.16 


-1 .33 


0.67 



1) General Adequacy 

2) Peer 



3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

4) Academic 



Center: N Grade 1 



Qualified Children 
Cn=31) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


62.06 


50.87 


41.35 


60.09 


45.29 


s 


11.39 


10.52 


5.63 


11.66 


9.20 


Postest 


X 


63.35 


52.54 


39.96 


59.54 


46.12 


s 


8.26 


6.73 


5.80 


10.24 


6.65 


Gain 




1.29 


1.67 


-1.39 


-0.55 


0.83 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=22) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 




61.72 


51.36 


41.81 


58.68 


46.59 


s 


9.617 


7.85 


4.92 


11.57 


7.50 


Postest 


X 


64.S'i 


53.13 


40.81 


60.54 


47.31 


s 


7.12 


5.51 


4.62 


9.99 


5.48 


Gain 




2.82_ 


1.77 


-1 .00 


1 .86 


0.72 



ERIC 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 



4) Academic 



2) Peer 



Center: N Grade : 



Qualified Children 
(n=2Sj 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


65.03 


54.82 


41.78 


62.82 


50.89 


s 


8.53 


5.-4 


4.53 


8 .46 


4.58 


Postest 


X 


65.67 


54.21 


41.42 


61 .89 


48.78 


s 


6.88 


6.05 


3.93 


8.04 


4.77 


Gain 




0.64 


-0.61 


-0.36 


-0.93 


-2.11 



Non Qualified Qiildren 
(n=35) 



Scale 



ERIC 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


66.51 


54 .87 


42.96 


64.90 


49.54 


s 


5.84 


4.-0 


3.45 


7.05 


4 .85 


Postest 


X 


65.90 


53.96 


41 .36 


63.18 


48.39 


s 


4.64 


5 .64 


4.25 


b.53 


4.19 


Gain 




-0.61 . 


-0.91 


-1 .60 


-1 .72 


-1.15 

1 



1) General Adequacy 

2) Peer 



3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

4) Academic 



Center: 



Qualified Children. 
(n-27) 



Scale 





i 


2 


3 


4 


5 ' 


Pretest 


X 


64.48 


53, 11 


40 


70 


61.88 


46. "0 


s 


7.53 


5.97 


6 


.13 


8.36 


5.80 


Postest 


X 


64.14 


52.40 


39 


.74 


62.29 


47.03 


s 


6.84 


6.10 


5 


.90 


6.93 


5.65 


Gain 




-0.34 . 


-0.71 


-0 


.96 


0.41 


0.33 



Non Qualified Children 
Cn=31) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


65.16 


54.48 


40.93 


62.54 


48.35 


s 


5.88 


5.15 


4.67 


6.72 


5. 18 


Postest 


X 


62.90 


52.93 


39.58 


61.35 


4:*. 32 


s 


7.38 


5.67 


5.39 


7.41 


5. lb 


GaiB 




-2.26 . 


-1.55 


-1.35 


-1. 19 


-1.03 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

E^C 2) Peer ; ^ 4) Academic 



Qualified Children 
(n=156) 



Center: 0 Grade K 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


62.11 


51.55 


39.26 


60.54 


45.82 


s 


11.06 


9.22 


6.79 


10.18 


7.81 


Posrest 


X 


63.17 


52.41 


39.60 


60. oO 


46.93 


s 


10.47 


8.75 


6.50 


10.55 


7.42 


Gain 




1.06 


0.86 


0.34 


0.06 


1.11 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=44) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


61.00 


i 

49.84 


38.72 


58.09 


44.59 


s 


9.38 


8.62 


6. j3 


9.59 


8.06 


Postest 


X 


63.56 


52.20 


1 

40.27 


60.95 


46.90 


s 


8.58 


7.41 


5.97 


9.39 


6.51 


Gain 




2.56 . 


2.36 


1.55 


'S^ 

2.86 


2.31 



ERIC 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

2) Peer ' ; J { ') Academic 



Center: o Grade 1 



Qualified Children 
fn=185) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


64.45 


53.03 


40.88 


63.11 


48. ]7 


s 


9.26 


7.16 


5.70 


9.59 


6.30 


Postest 


X 


63.80 


53.00 


40.98 


62.50 


47.91 


s 


10.84 


8.55 


6.49 


11.07 


7.99 


Gain 




-0,65 


-0.03 


-0.10 


-0.61 


. -0.26 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=34) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


58.05 


48.32 


36 . 76 


56. U8 


42.91 


s 


16.55 


11.12 


9.48 


15.51 


11.26 


Postest 


X 


63. 94 


52.14 


39 . 73 


62. 6i 


47. 76 


s 


10.16 


7.67 


6.85 


8.59 


6.80 


Gain 




5.89 . 


3.82 


2.97 


6.53 


4.85 



V General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physieal 

gp^Q 2) Peer ^ 4) Academic 



Center: 0 Grade 



Qualified Children 
(n=183) 



Scale 





1 


2 


T 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


65.53 


53. 68 


41.98 


64.63 


49.00 


s 


7.75 


7.07 


5.49 


8.56 


5.51 


Postest 


X 


63.30 


51.66 


40.85 


61.61 


48.42 


s 


8.21 


7.52 


5.07 


8.89 


5.41 


Gain 




-2.23 


-2.02 


-1.13 


-3.02 


-0.58 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=60) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


65.41 


53.56 


41.90 


63.80 


48.60 


s 


8.44 


6.26 


5.18 


8.83 


5.01 


Postest 


X 


64.85 


52.70 


41.38 


62.60 


48.88 


s 


7.51 


5.77 


4.75 


8.49 


3.93 


Gain 




-0.56 • 


-0.86 


-0.52 


-1.20 


0.28 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physicax 

2) Peer * ! [ Academic 



Center: 0 Grade 3 



Qualified Children 
(n=175) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


63.66 


52.42 


40.62 


62.24 


48.53 


s 


7.42 


5.62 


4.92 


7.76 


4.86 


Postest 


X 


61.09 


50.34 


38.90 


60.06 


46.45 


s 


10.42 


8.37 


6.87 


10.30 


8.17 


Gain 




-2.57 


-2.08 


-1.72 


-2.18 


-2.08 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=40) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 




65 . 05 


53. 15 


42.05 


62.90 


49.15 


s 


6.76 


5.13 


3.52 


7.26 


4.00 


Postest 


X 


63.75 


52.00 


41.15 


61.80 


47 .52 


s 


7.71 


6.08 


4.37 


8.41 


5.32 


Gain 




-1 .30 • 


-1.15 


-0.90 


-1.10 


-1 .63 



ERIC 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

2) Peer : 41 Academic 



Center: P Grade 



Qualified Children 
(n=18) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


64.22 


55.22 


42.72 


59.72 


49.50 


s 


7.03 


4.85 


3.48 


8.42 


5.32 


Postest 


X 


65.50 


53.94 


42.72 


61.89 


47.78 


s 


7.85 


5.98 


3.75 


10.60 


5.80 


Gain 




1.28 


-1.28 


0.0 


2.17 


-1.72 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=16) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


65.00 


57.38 


41.75 


61.00 


50.56 


s 


7.54 


6.65 


6.89 


6.96 


5.67 


Postest 


X 


63.00 


51.94 


39.69 


60.13 


47.25 


s 


7.35 


5.89 


5.06 


8.91 


4.96 


Gain 




-2.00 ' 


-5.44 


-2.06 


-0.87 


-3.31 

1 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

21 Peer • \ 4) Academic 



Center: P Grade 2 

Qualified Children 
(n=27) 



Scale 



• 





1 


Z 


z 


A 
*♦ 


c 


Prete^w 


X 


63.41 


52.33 


40.56 


60.70 


47.44 


s 


7.19 


5.92 


3.68 


7.67 


5.14 


Postest 


X 


63.52 


51.93 


40.81 


59.96 


47.59 


s 


8.15 


7.07 


4.33 


9.65 


5.88 


Gain 




0.11 


-0.40 


0.25 


-0.74 


0.15 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=16) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


65.44 


53.94 


42.00 


62.31 


49.13 


s 


5.54 


4.73 


3.23 


7.25 


4.38 


Postest 


X 


63.25 


53.25 


40.00 


5S.50 


47.38 


s 


5.56 


4.30 


4.50 


7.92 


4.83 


Gain 




-2.19" 


-0.69 


-2.00 


-3.81 


-1.75 



ERIC 



3) Teacher-School 5) :^hvsical 

4) Academic 



Center: p Grade 



Qualified Qiildren 
(n=26) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


63.04 


52.00 


40.58 


59.23 


46.62 


s 


6.86 


5.31 


6.11 


7.93 


4.25 


Post est 


X 


60.50 


50.92 


37.50 


57.92 


s — 

45.77 


s 


8.32 


4.96 


5.63 


8.29 


5.15 


Gain 




-2.54 


-1.08 


-3.08 


-1.31 


-0.85 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=22) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


63.09 


52.73 


39.86 


60.77 


46.95 


s 


8.12 


6. 13 


5.96 


8.04 


5.83 


Postest 


X 


60.14 


49.95 


37.32 


58.41 


44.32 


s 


7.84 


6.34 


5.26 


7.24 


5.05 


Gain 




-2.95' 


-2.78 


-2.54 


-2.36 


-2.63 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

2) Peer 4) Academic 



Center: Q Grade K 



Qualified Children 
(n=31) 

Scale 





1 


2 




4 


s 


Pretesv. 


X 


62.22 


53.35 


39.58 


59.06 


46.00 


s 


9.07 


6.98 


5.80 


10.62 


7.60 


Postest 


X 


59.09 


49.48 


36.16 


58.00 


44.90 


s 


10.59 


8.28 


7.52 


10.48 


8.48 


Gain 




-3. 13 


-3.87 


-3.42 


-1.06 


-1.10 



Non Qualified Children 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 ! 


5 


Pretest 


X 












s 












Postest 


X 












s 












Gain 















ERIC 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

2) Peer .* 4) Academic 



Center: r Grade K 



Qualified Children 
(n=45) 

Scale 





1 
1 


■) 


7 

o 


A 

t 


5 


Pretest 


X 


57.47 


48.91 


57.40 


54.58 


43.22 


s 


12.44 


9.56 


7.53 


12.85. 


8.57 


Postest 


X 


57.31 


46.76 


36.51 


55.62 


43.02 


5 


12.95 


10.25 


7.70 


11.72 


8.52 


Gain 




-0.16 


-2.15 


-0.89 


1.04 


-0.20 



Non Qualified Oiildren 
(n=19) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


1 

4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


56.63 


44. 37 


35.63 


52.16 


42.68 


s 


14.37 


11.82 


7.44 


13.65 


11.17 


Postest 


X 


56.68 


47.26 


37.74 


55.42 


14.63 


s 


11.89 


10.89 


8.47 


13.49 


7.93 


Gain 




0.05 


2.89 


2.11 


3.26 


1 .95 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

2) Peer 4) Academic 



Center: R 



Grade 1 



Qualified Children 
(n=ll) 

Scale 





1 




7 

J 


A 

*T 


5 




X 


56.55 


47.73 


37 . 09 


56.64 


40.55 


Pretest 


s 


12.25 


9.68 


6.16 


10.29 


10.08 


Postest 


X 


67.27 


55.73 


43.00^ 


64.73 


49.09 


s 


5.61 


4.17 


3.29 


4.50 


4.32 


Gain 




10.72 


8.00 


5.91 


8.09 


8.54 




Non Qualified Children 
(n=14) 

Scale 

• 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Ihretest 


X 


64.36 


52.00 


41.50 


60.07 


46.21 


s 


10.81 


6.93 


6.26 


12.52 


6 .65 


Postest 


X 


65.57 


5 3 . 36 


40.86 


59.57 


18.71 


s 


6.56 


4.33 


5.05 


8.28 


4.56 


Gain 




1.21' 


1 .36 


-0.64 


-0.50 





1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

2) Peer ^ ^ 4) Academic 



Center: R Grade 



Qualified Children 
(n=24) 

Scale 





1 

1 


L 


3 


4 


r 

5 


Pretest 




65.04 


54 . 00 


41.71 


63. 04 


49 . 29 


s 


7.89 


6.33 


4.29 


7.42 - 


5.13 


Postest 


X 


65.38 


51.54 


39.04 


62.71 


48.38 


s 


5.98 


5.73 


6.36 


6.88 


3.77 


Gain 




-1.66 


-2.46 


-2.67 


-0.33 


-0.91 



Non Qualified Children 

(n=l2) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


61.75 


51.17 


40.25 


60.92 


44.67 


s 


8.70 


5.25 


4.54 


9.86 


6.93 


Postest 


X 


63. SO 


5 1 . 92 


38. 33 


Gl .33 


49.6-^ 


s 


3.18 


2.'78 


S.60 


4.48 




Gain 








~1 .92 


0.41 


5 . 00 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

2) Peer - ' ' 4) Academic 



Center: r 



Grade 3 



Qualified Children 
(n=:36) 



Scale 





1 
1 


■J 
it 




4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


62.94 


51 .83 


40.67 


60.47 


48.19 


s 


6.93 


5.81 


4.65 


7.59 


5.67 

X- 


Postest 


X 


63 . 08 


50.86 


39.17 


61.28 


47.50 


s 


5.67 


5.61 


5.44 


5.69 


4.84 


Gain 




0.14 


-0.97 


-1.50 


0.81 


-0.69 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=18) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


62.28 


52.11 


40.33 


59.83 


47.67 


s 


7.37 


5.72 


3.63 


8.05 


4.79 


Postest 


X 


64.22 


52.00 


39.83 


61 .94 


47.72 


s 


7.03 


6.78 


6.15 


7. 18 


5.39 


Gain 




1.94' 


-0.11 


-0.50 


2.11 


n.05 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

ERIC 

2) Peer . , .w> a 4) Academic 



Center; s Grade 



Qualified Children 
(n=177) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




X 


57.81 


47. 18 


37. S6 






s 


12.26 


10.35 


8.01 


12.69 


8.90 


Postest 


X 


61.31 


49.51 


39.69 


59.17- 


45.23 


s 


10.62 


8.89 


6.74 


11.30 


8.42 


Gain 




3.50 


2.13 


2.13 


3.12 


2.36 



Non Qualified Children 

(n=47) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


63.59 


52.00 


40.63 


61.17 


46.63 


s 


10.93 


9.55 


6.60 


11.61 


8.32 


Postest 


X 


64.25 


53.48 


41.89 


63.59 


48.74 


s 


8.93 


7.63 


4.35 


9.92 


6.08 


Gain 




0.66 • 


1. 18 


1.26 


2.42 


2.11 



1) General Adequacy 

2) Peer 



3) Teacher-Schcol 5) Physical 

4) Academic 



Center: S Grade 



Qualified Children 
(n=161) 



Scale 





1 


■| 

2 


3 


4 


S 


Pretest 


X 


64.32 


52.24 


41.04 


63.06 


48.12 


s 


9 . 83 


8. 04 


6 . 14 


10.61 


6 . 9o 


Postest 


X 


64.63 


52.41 


41.80 


65.65 " 


47.99 


s 


8.18 


7.19 


4.51 


9.19 


6.06 


Gain 




0.51 


0.17 


0.76 


0.59 


-0.13 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=45) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


66.22 


55.04 


42.06 


65.66 


47.86 


s 


7.23 


7.84 


4.77 


8.04 


7.-:'5 


Postest 


X 


66.86 


55.15 


42.15 


65.08 


50. 33 


s 


6.75 


5.23 


5.24 


7.83 


4.19 


Gain 




0.64 


2.11 


0.09 


-0.58 


2.47 



1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

2) Peer 4) Academic 



Center: s Grade 3 



Qualified Children 
(n=140) 



Scale 





1 


-\ 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


64. b9 


53.20 


41.77 


64.06 


48.52 


s 


6„92 


5.90 


4.79 


7.17 


4.94 


Postest 


X 


64.02 


52.72 


41.06 


63.17" 


48.67^ 


s 


7.51 


5.99 


4.90 


7.51 


4.86 


Gain 




-0.67 


-0.48 


-0.71 


-0.89 


0.35 



Non Qualified Oiildren 
(n=75) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




X 


63.32 


53.20 


41.93 


64.09 


48.02 


s 


7.17 


5.58 


4.04 


7.40 


5.87 


Post est 


X 


65.04 


53.64 


41,77 


63.32 


48.64 


s 


6.83 


5.48 


4.07 


7.16 


4.98 


Gain 




1.72- 


0.44 


-0.16 


-0.7-- 


0.62 



ERIC 



1) Gaieral Adequacy 

2) Peer 



3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

4) Academic 



Center: T Grade 1 

Qualified Children 




Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


59.82 


46. S5 


53.00 


56.00 


43.47 


s 


10. 38 


9.'"0 




10.48 


7.95 


Postest 


X 


64.47 


51.11 


59.41 


60.76 


4 7.0tx 


s 


8.91 


9.00 


8.85 


8.54 


7.58 


Gain 




.^.65 


4.58 


1.41 


4.76 


3.59 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=17) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Protest 


X 


64.53 


55.41 


41 .82 


62.82 


48.76 


s 


8.47 


5.20 


4.11 


9.24 


4.23 


Postest 


X 


66.25 


55.76 


\2.2\ 


6 J.n5 


50, ,"'(^ 


s 


7,14 


5.04 


4 . 7h 





\A0 


Gain 




1,70 


0.55 


(J. 42 


1.S3 


1.94 




1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical 

2) Peer 4) Academic 



Center: j Grade 2 



Qualified Children 

(n=:36) 



Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


65.17 


52.28 


40.58 


62.92 


48.28 


s 


5 .02 


5 . 59 


4 . 22 


6 . 30 


4.19 


Postest 


X 


65.42 


53.58 


41.22 


64.19- 


49.47 


s 


6.04 


5.29 


4.05 


6.58 


3.38 


Gain 




0.25 


1.50 


0,64 


1.27 


1.19 



Non Qualified Children 

(n=26) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


65.69 


53.65 


40.07 


63.84 


49.04 


s 


7.39 


6.25 


6.06 


8.14 


5.76 


Postest 


X 


68.23 


55.77 


41 .88 


66.08 


50.04 


s 


5.89 


5 . 36 


5.97 


5.90 


4.51 


Gain 




2.54- 


2.12 


1.81 


2.24 


1.00 



11 General Adequacy 3) Teacher-^Schooi 5) Physical 

2) Peer 4) Academic 



Center: T Grade 3 



Qualified Children 

(n=20) 



Scale 





1 


■ 


3 


4 


5 


■ 

Pretest 


X 


59.05 


50.25 


38.25 


56.80 


45.30 


s 


6.98 


5. or 


4.51 


7.44 


4.09 


Post est 


X 


64.40 


52.70 


40.45 


61 .50 


48.85 


s 


6.79 


5.73 


5.73 


8.19 


3.94 


Gain 




5.35 


2,45 


2.20 


4.70 


3.55 



Non Qualified Children 
(n=22) 

Scale 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Pretest 


X 


65.18 


52.64 


39.91 


62.54 


47.68 


s 


5.92 


5.57 


4.59 


5.70 


4.06 


Post est 


X 


65.13 


52.77 


39 . 95 


63.04 


49.00 


s 


7.12 


5.23 


5 .66 


6.52 


2.88 


Gain 




-0.05 • 


0. 13 


0.04 


0.50 


1.32 



1) General Adequacy 

2) Peer 



3) Teacher-Schoo 1 5) Phys i cal 

4) Academic 



APPENDIX E 




ERIC 



1973-74 Average Use of a Home 
Learning lask by Classroom 



DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS - IN CLASSROOM 



502 


30 


16.73 


27 


325 


26 


12.50 


27 


181 


34 


5.32 


25 


659 


43 


15.33 


32 


557 


32 


17.41 


25 


378 


29 


13.03 


27 


226 


21 


10.76 


28 


602 


41 


14.68 


26 


594 


45 


13.20 


24 


538 


34 


15.82 


28 


340 


29 


11.72 


27 


493 


37 


13.32 


31 


755 


32 


23.59 


31 


439 


30 


14.63 


31 


502 


30 


16.73 


30 


631 


30 


21.03 


30 


226 


23 


9.83 


28 


203 


20 


10.15 


29 


376 


30 


12.53 


30 


274 


24 


11.42 


30 


520 


30 


17.33 


29 


169 


17 


9.94 


28 


563 


36 


15.64 


26 


426 


28 


15.21 


25 


278 


26 


10.69 


24 


550 


33 


16.67 


28 


678 


33 


20.55 


28 


629 


33 


19.06 


32 


534 


37 


14.43 


26 


462 


37 


12.49 


24 


398 


28 


14.21 


26 



Center K 



1973-74 Average Use of a Home 
Learning Task by Classroom 



DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

CLASS TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CLASSROOM 



1 

1 


708 


78 


9.08 


34 


2 


463 


94 


4.93 


30 


3 


601 


95 


6.33 


45 


4 


645 


84 


7.68 


36 


5 


557 


59 


9.44 


31 


6 


656 


131 


5.01 


35 


7 


692 


86 


8.05 


37 


8 


755 


75 


10.07 


32 


9 


786 


73 


10.77 


33 


10 


367 


107 


3.43 


13 


11 


678 


106 


6.40 


37 


12 


622 


60 


10.37 


37 


13 


611 


78 


7.83 


34 


14 


586 


52 


11.27 


28 


15 


680 


119 


5.71 


36 


16 


832 


130 


6.40 


31 


17 


735 


81 


9.07 


30 


18 


590 


94 


6.28 


33 


19 


776 


96 


8.08 


35 


20 


923 


72 


12.82 


40 


21 


753 


80 


9.41 


38 


22 


875 


57 


15.35 


35 


23 


608 


90 


6.76 


34 


24 


665 


70 


9.50 


36 


25 


91 


44 


2.07 


06 


26 


95 


31 


3.06 


09 


27 


142 


51 


2.78 


07 


28 


684 


76 


9.00 


29 


29 


633 


68 


9.31 


36 


30 


470 


82 


5.73 


39 


31 


561 


8? 


6.84 


32 


32 


503 


97 


5.19 


31 


33 


560 


111 


5.05 


33 


34 


565 


90 


6.28 


32 


35 


612 


68 


9.00 


35 


36 


839 


81 


10.36 


32 


37 


548 


58 


9.45 


26 




Center M 

1973-74 Average Use of a Home 
Learning Task by Classroom 

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CH^DREN 

CLASS TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERr\T TASKS IN CLASSROC^l 



1 


799 


89 


8.98 


31 


2 


860 


70 


12.29 


31 


3 


870 


51 


17.06 


30 


4 


570 


67 


8.51 


28 


5 


719 


55 


13.07 


29 


6 


674 


49 


13.76 


29 


7 


587 


54 


10.87 


28 


8 


568 


49 


11 .59 


24 


9 


566 


31 


18.26 


25 


10 


508 


38 


13.37 


24 


11 


574 


40 


14.35 


24 


12 


378 


32 


31.81 


24 


13 


602 


37 


16.27 


30 


14 


680 


39 


17.44 


29 


15 


901 


46 


19.59 


29 


16 


482 


52 


9.27 


28 


17 


460 


35 


13.14 


29 


18 


841 


55 


15.29 


29 


19 


493 


45 


10.96 


28 


20 


708 


48 


14.75 


31 


21 


559 


30 


18.63 


28 


22 


605 


44 


13.75 


28 



ERIC 



Center N 

1973-74 Average Use of a Home 
Learning Task by Classroom 



CLASS 


TOTAL TASKS 


DIFFERENT 
TASKS 


TOTAL TASKS/ 
DIFFERENT TASKS 


NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
IN CLASSROOM 


1 


299 


47 


6.36 


25 


2 


261 


47 


5.55 


30 


3 


416 


39 


10.67 


25 


4 


434 


45 


9.64 


31 


5 


385 


40 


9.63 


29 


6 


351 


44 


7.98 


27 


7 


449 


28 


16.04 


28 


8 


290 


37 


7.84 


28 


9 


340 


31 


10.97 


22 


10 


421 


34 


12.38 


24 


11 


269 


24 


11 .21 


23 


12 


247 


39 


6.33 






Center 0 

1973-74 Average Use of a Home 
Learning Task by Classroom 



CLASS 


TOTAL TASKS 


DIFFERENT 
TASKS 


TOTAL TASKS/ 
DIFFERENT TASKS 


NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
IN CLASSROOM 


1 


596 


72 


8.28 


28 \ 


2 


945 


93 


10.16 


35 


3 


828 


56 


14.79 


36 


4 


694 


48 


14.46 


30 


5 


617 


49 


12.59 


30 


6 


633 


41 


15.44 


40 


7 


693 


83 


8.35 


30 


8 


727 


35 


20.77 


35 


9 


716 


48 


14.92 


29 


10 


793 


38 


20.87 


37 


11 


492 


30 


16.40 


32 


12 


839 


39 


21-51 


30 


13 


512 


28 


18.29 


?4 


14 


681 


40 


17.02 


27 


15 


692 


58 


11 .93 


35 


16 


757 


80 


9.46 


32 


17 


524 


85 


6.16 


26 


18 


632 


59 


10.71 


25 


19 


607 


73 


8.32 


24 


20 


569 


89 


6.59 


23 


21 


405 


50 


8.10 


25 


22 


360 


56 


6.43 


25 


23 


315 


34 


9.26 


30 


24 


554 


68 


8.15 


29 


25 


759 


73 


10.40 


32 


26 


498 


47 


10.60 


34 


27 


433 


62 


6.98 


24 


28 


670 


61 


10.98 


27 


29 


426 


61 


6.98 


25 


30 


435 


69 


6.30 


25 


31 


458 


64 


7.16 


30 


32 


557 


102 


5.46 


32 


33 


626 


50 


12.52 


33 


34 


511 


46 


11.11 


3Z 


35 


728 


49 


14.86 




36 


776 


48 


16.17 


33 


37 


585 


61 




V. 


38 


625 


88 


7.10 


35 


39 


464 


34 


8.S9 


54 
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Center P 

1973-74 Average Use of a Home 
Learning Task by Classroom 







DIFFERENT 


TOTAL TASKS/ 


NUMBER OF CHILDREN 


CLASS 


TOTAL TASKS 


TASKS 


DIFFERENT TASKS 


IN CLASSROOM 


1 


405 


57 


7.11 


26 


2 


611 


73 


8 . 37 


26 


3 


558 


98 


5.69 


23 


4 


389 


73 


5.33 


21 


5 


378 


82 


4.61 


20 


6 


513 


99 


5.18 


18 


-T 

/ 


460 


80 


5.75 


25 


8 


516 


126 


4.10 


26 


9 


554 


48 


11.54 


28 


10 


288 


59 


4.88 


26 


11 


464 


62 


7.48 


22 


12 


378 


65 


5.82 


25 


13 


468 


43 


10.88 


27 


14 


673 


118 


5.70 


34 


15 


662 


95 


6.97 


35 


16 


600 


93 


6.45 


36 


17 


498 


97 


5.13 


27 


18 


393 


59 


6.66 


31 


19 


379 


46 


8.24 


30 



Center 0 

1973-74 Average Use of a Home 
Learning Task by Classroom 



CLASS 


TOTAL TASKS 


DIFFERENT 

TA;'.KS 


TOTAL TASKS/ 
DIFFERENT TASKS 


NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
IN CLASSROOM 


1 


433 


56 


7.73 


24 


2 


560 


53 


10.57 


25 


3 


647 


32 


20.22 


25 


4 


483 


46 


10.50 


24 


5 


634 


27 


23.48 


37 


6 


606 


60 


10.10 


23 


7 


665 


48 


13.85 


26 


8 


578 


46 


12.57 


23 


9 


475 


35 


13.60 


34 


10 


588 


38 


15.47 


36 


11 


627 


41 


15.29 


31 


12 


599 


43 


13.93 


31 


13 


468 


27 


17.33 


34 


14 


230 


23 


10.00 


14 


15 


329 


46 


7.15 


28 


16 


295 


35 


8.43 


28 


17 


114 


28 


4.07 


44 


18 


201 


35 


5.74 


46 


19 


^ A. o 


19 


12.00 


44 


20 


78 


30 


2.60 


14 
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Center R 

1973-74 .^\ferage Use of a Home 
Learning Task by Classroon; 

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN- 

CLASS TOTAL TASKS ^ASKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CUSSROa-1 



1 


858 


55 


15.60 


30 


2 


719 


58 


12.40 


41 


3 


697 


63 


11.06 


38 


4 


451 


29 


15.55 


29 


5 


201 


40 


5.02 


24 


6 


766 


48 


15.96 


33 


7 


486 


33 


14.73 


29 


8 


738 


42 


17.57 


29 


9 


402 


41 


9.80 


32 


10 


350 


41 


8.54 


31 


11 


375 


50 


7.50 


29 


12 


414 


43 


9.65 


31 


13 


467 


58 


8.05 


30 


14 


375 


29 


12.95 


23 


15 


860 


49 


17.55 


31 


16 


423 


35 


12.09 


29 


17 


607 


29 


20.95 


33 


18 


182 


26 


7.00 


29 


19 


487 


38 


12.82 


27 


20 


154 


30 


5.15 


30 


21 


659 


46 


14.55 


30 


22 


656 


47 


15.96 


27 


23 


256 


92 


2.78 


25 


24 


510 


48 


10.65 


33 


25 


256 


40 


6.40 


32 


26 


604 


62 


9.74 


40 


27 


655 


35 


18.71 


26 


28 


342 


39 


8.77 


28 


29 


825 


59 


15.98 


27 


30 


695 


56 


12.41 


25 


31 


279 


42 


6.64 


29 


32 


536 


50 


10.72 


29 


33 


702 


48 


14.65 


30 


34 


328 


29 


11 .51 


31 


35 


S87 


34 


10.87 


26 


36 


400 


56 


il.ll 


31 


57 


577 


87 


(1.65 


24 


38 


546 


:,o 


6.92 


25 
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Center S 



1973-74 Average Use of a Home 
Learning Task bv Classroom 



DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

CLASS TOTAL T\SKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CLASSROOM 



1 


539 


97 


5.56 


28 


2 


661 


lis 


5.60 


31 


3 


533 


131 


4.07 


34 


4 


590 


108 


5.46 


33 


5 


552 


88 


6.27 


33 


6 


853 


82 


10.40 


32 


7 


843 


75 


11.24 


32 


8 


773 


131 


5.90 


32 


9 


802 


118 


6.80 


32 


10 


748 


91 


8.22 


30 


11 


823 


85 


9.68 


73 


12 


618 


95 


6.51 


30 


13 


621 


85 


7.31 


31 


14 


611 


84 


7.27 


38 


15 


675 


158 


4.27 


38 


lb 


652 


138 


4.58 


37 


17 


562 


117 


4.80 


40 


18 


554 


93 


5,96 


33 


19 


633 


67 


9.45 


33 


20 


564 


111 


5.08 


31 


21 


529 


124 


4.27 


33 


22 


743 


b? 


10.77 


37 


23 


642 


107 


6.00 


42 


24 


60S 


86 


7.03 


34 


25 


656 


131 


5.01 


37 


26 


605 


138 


4.38 


33 


27 


69 


49 


1 .41 


08 



.'enter 7 

ly73-' , * TagQ Use of a Home 
Learni,. ,sk bv Classroom 







DIFFERENT 


TOTAL TAoKS/ 


NUMBLR Or C 




]^]V\l TASKS 


TASKS 


DIFFERENr TASKS 


IN I. LA he 


] 


274 


57 


4.81 


25 




446 


65 


6.8c 


20 


3 


528 


64 


5.13 


1 o 

18 


4 


591 


70 


5.59 


19 




461 




7.68 


29 




S65 


45 


12.56 


30 




516 


73 


7 .07 


t T 

33 


s 


646 


98 


6.59 


37 




731 


44 


16.61 




10 


689 


47 


14 . 66 


TO 


i i 


247 


39 


6.33 


32 


1^ 


520 


51 


10. 20 


T C 

35 


13 


444 


54 


8 . 22 




1 1 


519 


66 


7.86 


35 


13 


398 


46 


8.65 


33 




616 


44 


14 . 00 


36 




439 


43 


10.21 






283 


33 


8 . 58 


25 




555 


37 


9. 59 


27 




4''9 


55 


S.71 


35 




448 


56 


8 . 00 


j2 




537 


44 


12.20 


39 




688 


40 


17.20 


33 




501 


49 


10.22 


36 




623 


66 


9.44 


34 




h2b 


61 


10.26 


35 




571 


38 


15.03 


35 




557 


58 


9.60 


37 




846 


39 


21.69 


34 




r •? 


52 


11.10 


40 






52 


9.37 


39 




S44 


48 


*17.58 


39 




0.S4 


66 


10.36 


38 






39 


13.51 


39 






61 


9.21 


3f) 






39 


11.28 


25 



Center H 



197i-74 Average Use of a Flome 
Learning Task by Classroom 



DTFFHRFNl TOTAL TASKS/ \UMBhK OF CHILURh.N 

CL\SS TOrXL T'^SKS T-XSkS UIFFHRLNT TASKS IN CLASSROOM 



1 630 56 11.25 41 

2 360 64 5.63 30 

3 481 63 7.63 24 

4 449 46 9.76 25 

5 270 59 6.92 17 

6 324 40 8.10 19 



TllFSL IN^^^rklJCTICNS \Mi 10 PL 't^LM TO Till PARI.NT AT TilL BEGINNING 0¥ 
Tin Sl,Mo\ M'llH liii: VIMQTAii: MAGilNL ii.VS BLEN TURN' ED ON' 



PECE Instructions 
Parent-Chiid Session 

As part cf a national! caucaticnal project we are looking at how 
parert^ t^aJi l,i work with thc.r children. Your communit/ has been 
s<^lected tj luirt 1 c ; J ate m this project. 

We have selected a !-*0Qk a'' d are asking different parents to read 
this book v>itli t^-eii child. There is no right way or wrong way to read 
this book with \our child, so :'jad it with him any way you please. 
We are only interested in seeing how you do read with him. 

Here i - a ^heet giving suggestions you might use while reading 
with your chjid. You Jo not h a\'e to use these suggestions if you do 
not want to. "tou may also do things not listed on the sheet if ycu 
wish to. You should read the book with your child any way you want to. 

Do you have any questions'' 



D.T.B.s 

1,2,3,4,5,6 §7 



Whistle for Willie 



Why? 

HTiat? 
How? 



Tliis activity will help your child develop his skills of 
listening, speaking, and observing. 

A story book . 



1. Read the book with your child stopping often to point 
at and talk about different things in the pictures. 
Get your child to tell you as many things as he can 
about the pictures. 

2. Talk with your child about things in the book that he 
is familiar with, has done himself, also likes, etc. 
Encourage him to talk about things or parts in the 
book that remind him about something he has, has done, 
or would like to do. 

3. After you have read the book, ask your child to tell 
you about it. 
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AGKNL)\ 



The Florid I Pair'U LJii^ati-n i\\ 

riagicr I Tin 
Gainc i I Ic , Mori J i 1 1 

July ]C- IS, 197 > 



Group A 



Group B 



Sii['JTiatLrl*::\t:, ?cL^jl lj..id .'-l.-rbers, Hc^o^rcc I'-crron:- 
Project Com .11 Tal --r , V \C Cliair^ari, Evaluition specialist 



Monda y - Jul 
8:30 - 9:00 - l^.^itration 

9:00 - 10:00 - W.4co*^>e, Orientation to horkrhop 



Ira J . Gordon 



Convention C 
2nd Floor 



10:00 
10:50 



10:30 - Coffee Break 
12:00 - Grou:) A - 



Nciturc and puT~po >v of 
Florida Model rost 
analysis of a ho^Te visii 
program. 



12:00 
1:30 



1:30 
4:30 



Group B - PAC issues 



Lunch 



"Research" evidence on the effective- 
ness of the Florida '!ouel and pres-^nta- 
tions by resource people on corununity 
impact . 



F. Brcivogel 
Patricia Olmsted 
W. B. Ware 



G. E. Greenwood 
Hattie Bessent 
James Bracey 



W. B. Ware 
W. F. Breivoc;ol 
G. E. Green\ood 
Patricia Olmsted 



Convention B 
2nd Floor 



Convention C 
2nd Floor 



Convention C 
2nd Floor 



8:30 a.m. -5:30 p.m. The Board P-oon will be available for 

conferences . 



2nd Floor 



Tuesday, J uly 17_ 

9:00 - 10-00 Pi-i: M^n .-.si^^nc- th-t rP? 

Institute Can rL.i.ki to help Pj-^ai 



^ . P , C roe ni c*^ J 
\\ . B . 1 rc 



Convention C 
2nd ^loor 



Discu ^. . ic n o !' P L^ I . cU 
to C'"^ 1 1 f" 1 t ') P ■ 



ERLC 
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10:30 - 11:30 - Co:'.. >u»ii ty-by-co uUiu ty pl.ir.riljij 
or cxpan.ling t.^c j^r^jia'i 



11:30 - 12.00 - Dr. Gordon's farewell -speech to 
superintendents and scliool bonrc 
members v-ho will leave in the 
afternoon 



G . E . Greenwood 
W,B. Ware 
Liaison Of f i cers 



Ira J. Gordon 



Rooiiis for smal 
group re c t i n f^s^ 
Captain's iabli 

1st Fl^ (1 
Gold koy^^ 

1st Floor (2 j 
Convention B 

2nd Floor (3 j 
Convention C 

2nd Floor (2 ♦ 
Convention D 

2nd Floor (1 { 

Convention C 
2nd Floor 



12:00 - 1:30 - Lunch 



1:30 " 2:30 - Discussion ot Letters of A^zre^rent 
and new' evaluation foi^iis. 



W.B, Ware 
W.F. Breivuf;el 
G.E, Greenuood 
Patricia Olmsted 



Convention C 
2nd Floor 



2:30 - 3:30 - Meetings witfi liaison officers 
and general consultants 



Liaison Officers 



Same as the 
10:30 a.m. 
July 17 
meetings 



8:30 a.m. -3:30 p.m. - The Board Roor. will be equipped for the 

showing of slic!es '\nd no\ies broi:ght frorr. 
the cojTjnunities, 



2nd Floo:: 



Wednesday, Ja ly 18 

9:00 - 10:00 - Evalw-ition - i^eedback on ne;^ FLnu 
format > maxim zmg data feedback 
for public relations purposes. 



10:00 - 10:30 - Coffee Break 

10:30 - 11:30 - PAC plans for next year. 



Patricia Olmsted 
W.B. Wave 
V/.F. Breivogel 
G.E . Greenwood 
Steve Sledjcski 



James Braccy 
Hattie Bessent 



Convention C 
2nd Floor 



Convention 
2nd Floor 



11:30 - i:.n;) 



1*1 o :n' re^arl 



Ira J. Gordon 



Convention C 
2nd Floor 



8:30 a.r.,-S':)0 p.ni. The R..aiJ P'jo- mII be <ivaLluMb' fo: 



Ind Floor 



ERIC 



SuiT'juer Ujrki:h{)i 



Chattanuj \i , 'Ilh 



Jack Coniior - IccU-ral Pro 
Nancy Garrett - T^C Chair". id 
Gene Florton - i'licctor 
Eunice F'ook^ - Pro^^r m t.mt 
John Sch:iL"r».r - Iralu^itor 



July 16, 17, IS, 197: 
66 7btal 

19 left Tuesday noon 



Houston , Tcx.i_> 



Billic Bcssott - Pr>ycholo^M st 
Dr. Jerry Bro.^n - ik.ych'jio;:; ist 

Dean Danion - Assistant Supjrintendt nt (rion-pi/olic J 

Doris {Iclley - IWC Chairnan 

Franl: Janes - Evaluator 

Joe Liggins - Assistant S.:p-rintenJo:U 

G.T. Osei - Trustee 

Joe Washington - Vice VM: ChairTian 

Jerlcan IVcbster - Director 



Jack sonville, Fluri J'l 



Kate Graves - Psycr.olo;;] 5 1 

Mary flampton - Parent 

Julid Lamberts - Lvaluator 

Josie Messcr - Dj rector 

Bob Cronin - Federai [To;^rain3 

^ohn V/agncr - Program Planning 



^onesboro , Arkansas 



l^-L. Bradbury - Assistanr, Su[)or mtendent 
-ina Lolenan - Vice P\C Cfiairrian 

B.C. DcSpjin - f'-aperintefkUMlt 
^inny (jriffiii - ScIimjI Doard ^l^ Mber 
**'^^tty Scott - Re-'>ource Person 
''t^ttie Vilntehead - lb rector 
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Law re IK cjur,;, InJi ana 



C. Cizo; - Pripclp.il 

Helen Cc\ni\'.,! - PToMcL'nt Sch-jl hoi: J 

Frances f.arp - Title I 

Stephen GabbarJ - bu;).r!.nl^,ri lent 

Margaret [I'l'v^biier - IWl C^air.^.iM 

Jake Setiitza - Director 

Ix)uise Vc in^T - FeJeral Pro:^rar.5 i^irector 



University of I'lorid.i 



James Bracey 



Ph i lad el phi i, P^nn/^yl vaiiin 



Doris Cohen - P\C Chairran 

June Hairtstori - AssJstant faperintcMdcnt Pi strict -3 

Floyda Marcus - Director 

Tom McXapara - }.valuat.">r 

Sallyc Puryear - Resoarce Pcrsor 

Leontine Scott - Dirc.nor PcJ_^^m1 Prograips 

Arthur TnoijUiS - Board 'I?nber 



Richmond , Vir ma 



Virgie Binford Pircjror 

Pat Brown - P\C Chiirr^r, 

Pat Gordon - P irent 

Linda Fry - Par^iit 

Dr. Ray Gar^Milo - Pv.iluator 

W.T. Griffin - :iini-PAL' Ciiaimn 

Bill Hicks - Parent 

Miles Jones - Chairinau School Board 

Dar Nix - Assistant Director of I-clt ral Prorrars 

Dr. Pmckney - Director of Plcrentar/ .Mucati^a 



Tanipa, Mor i d: 



ERLC 



Gail Loori - Parent 
Altamease lacf. >on - Pc > 'UV{ 
Clara Nuccio - Im rector 
Ruth Reynold'", ~ Ciirr i 1 mti- ! 1 St.'lf 
Sharon 'iallc^nt - ['AC riiurn.m 
Vilma Vef:.'i - Curricula ,i C (^(^rvx t ri<it or 
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David t' n - ^ '-' .mr- : 

Larry I!-)/!" - ^'i;vii''r /-Jl ^ > •! 

Carole Kii.J r - h.aln.:^ ^ 

Bill Lyl'*^> ■ f'ii ct..: 

Mitthe ; SL-if.i « - ' v-i ^ - ' ^■ 



Jack I-ri^V - 
Roscniir/ ^'^'jf - 
IVil liar Si . . 
/Van a Ujol ] k i i 
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AGCN'[)\ 



The Florida Paiv\nt: i'diic^tiion Pro, 
Winter \iarkshop 
FlL'^cr li'in 
C:iinesvLllc, Ti oriJa 32t) il 

NovCinber 1 1 -15, 1973 



V/ednesdav , .Wr/en-.ber 1 \ 



o : JU - 




on 
UU - 








9:00 - 


- 10: 


00 • 


- "I'licre are ^'-j: now and \xhere are 
we going?" 


Rose Koux/ 
Pat Olrnstcd 


Conference 


10:00 - 


- 10: 


50 - 


- Coffee break 






1J:30 - 
12:00 - 


- 12 : 

- 1: 


00 - 
30 - 


- Proposal writir.'j presentation 

- Lunch 


Rose Koury 
Pat Olmsted 


Conference 


1:30 - 


■ 2: 


30 - 


- PAC action, local and rational 




Conference 


2:30 - 


- 3; 


30 - 


- Small groups 
A. Proposal '.exiting continacd 




Conference 



B. PAC action continued 



Conference B 



Thur s day , N ov e^ber ' 3 
9:00 - 10:00 - Revision of Sponsor Objectives 
10:30 - Coffee brea^< 



10:00 
10:30 - 12:00 



12:00 
1:30 
2-30 



1 :50 
2:30 



Sharing of local fundin^^ plans for 
entering grade and work plans for 
consulting, 1974-75 

Lunch 

Status of 1973-74 Data Collection 



Conference A 



3:30 - V.rap-up 



Conference A 

Conference A 
Conference A 



Confcroncj RoOi.i C h.is bcja reserved tot s\\i 1 I :;ruL|'S en V,cu i'/^^ iay ; t ho I'oard i^u) .i 
for r^:'\'ill Pvoi:"^'^ on j'hui u', 



i'lt-t ! 



Jerle 
Sere 1 



JdZk - 

J o o i e 

Lor I a 
Liic 
A I IS' 

S ir ill 
Mary ( 
Doris 
llo-.c ( 
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• 



1 L- 



' ' - ' - " t i : . y I \]v^t Coo J d J 11 t 'jr 
I ^" ^ - ^ -./It;, Xoinrlcjc 

' t /j . rchirrto:* - Parent 



' ^ ii; I s f ) r {if I'ccI oral P»\^'rjin 



ERLC 



. ! / \ Cli I in vui 
(- "'Ji Xmh VAC 

'.'ill r ' ■ orj^- re Cai > 
Li r 

i . ' -.'^ '\: ts I'^p 1'.^ Ill' 
' ' 1 .i. ■ u !^eT* 
" . . f \L C -lu ore: a: >' 



; i TUi t r V, I ' 1 K c r 



APPENDIX H 
^ t nici ! jr*^ . ijj' 

l^IH\' ' M.) , S ^'i t'^'i )1 

Y ak 1 , ^ I'Jv:^ JlL'l^ 

Aiina llobela^\jr frojcct: Coor.i . n:i ror 
Gloria 'Ioo/j - V\C C'l-.ii'.^c^n 
Dan Or^un - L/alua^.ur 

U of P 

James Brcicey - P\C Cor^ >iil::int: 

Rose Kojry - U.S. Cfi\c*^ hchi^-ticM ■ ProjLcT Orfi^ci 
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i N S T ' T U T E FOR D F \' F t 0 P M F ^j T 
or H J M A N R E o C ij \ C r > 

513 Weil Hall 




COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

vcr^iity of fiorida 
CQincsville, fiorida - 32611 



FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION 

Gordon E. Ureenwoo^, Co- Di-er^^r 

Hattie Besserf 
Bob N. Cage 
Ira J. Gordon 
Barry J. Guina3;h 
R. Emi l« Jester 
John M. Newe i I 
Aft Newman 
Rod Webb 

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION 

\ ilham F, Breivogei, L.c-D rector 

Don Bernard 

Mac (Stevie ' Hona'-n 

Simon Johnson 

Athol B. PcJ.e^ 

Joe Shea 

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT 
OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

Alan Co! ler 
Patncta P OJrrste i 



PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH 



MEMO 



September 15, 1973 



TO: Liaison Officers .md Consultants 

FROM' G.E. Greenwood laid IV.F. Breivogel 
RE: Consulting Procedures, 1973-74 



Since we have -"ome new consultants and liaison 
officers this ycaV and since the procedures and goals 
have changed somewhat vrom Ira's earlier statement in 
his famed "Atlanta paper/* we felt that it might be 
helpful to all conceried if we laid out the procedures 
that should be followed by consultants during 1973-74. 

First, It should be remembered that each Follow 
Through community has a liaison officer who is responsible 
for ail consulting activities that take place there. 
The role des'^iiption of the liaison officer is attached. 

Second, it is assumed that all consultants have 
properly qualified themselves to consult by: (1) 
reading the Follow Through literature; [2] parti ^;ipat mg 
in 90% of all Follow Through lueetings and vsork^fjbps ; 
f3) accompanying a regular consultant on a consultant 
trip. 



Liaison officers must remember that each commUi\ity 
has only VS^ consulting day- for U)^3-74 including the 
August prescrvicc work^hor^. Also, pretest and posttcst 
data must he gathered by consultants at the beginning 
and at the end of ID:".-?! (HL"^M and SRI on new PHs 
and DTBs videotape data iposttest onlv} :n most conmiuni 1 1 j 
and therefore trip< ™st hv scheduled to pemut such 
data collection m cither Aut;ust cr ^epteirber and in 
Ma\ . 

Before goin'.: on a consul tin<; trip, the consul t<int 
should. (H review i nFoniuit i oti lOiKCM-ninr thv crT.punitv 
bv readiTv; consul 1 1 :u: repc^rts r i km in .^^e m>ii ( .va 
Dianej and bv talking, with tb.e I i 'u -on uLfi -r md re. ^ nt 
'•(^nsul t an t N , ( i \ i \jdcut w^^- vccw 1 iiid 

L'xamine (n.ilMation d tt ? ■'\aili{'U', sucit a^^ the PIUK {)r 
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September 15, 1975 
Page 2 

pretest data (ask Pat); (5) go over the '4973 Schedule 
of Objectives" with the liaison officer to help focus 
your visit and get a copy of the consultant siimmary 
report form from Diane. 

When making the consulting visit, focus in on those 
objectives agreed upon by you and the liaison officer. 
Remember that vvc are still in the evaluation phase of 
Follow Through. This means that we have to try to 
keep the Model "pure." The Florida Model is still not 
a classroom model. Teacher-iE planning and role 
relations and the use of the PE as an instructioivil 
assistant are our classroom concerns. Do not inadvertantly 
cause a community to "mix models" (by, for example, 
helping them adopt the Kansas Model in the classroom 
by using their Follow Through inservice time for 
precision teaching). 

Appropriate consulting activities should relate to 
the "1973-74 Schedule of Objectives" and include old 
standb/s such as going on home visits with PEs, conducting 
half or full day inservice sessions for teachers and 
PEs, assisting teachers and PEs during classroom planning 
sessions (as part of the cycle), and participating in 
PAC meetings. Relatively new consulting activities 
include spending a full day working with PAC, meeting 
with school and community power figures (such as principals), 
training trairer^ (such as speading a full day with task 
specialist 1 working with evaluators conducting 

program au ,if you are qualified to do so and if 

arTangement:^ have been made). 

Upon returning to Gainesville, the consultant 
must turn in his consulting report with the "1973-74 
Schedule of Objectives" attached and the consultant 
summary report to Oiane before he receives his consulting 
fee. All travel arrungciMents should be made through 
Eileen prior to the visit. I'orsonal fnon-Follow Through) 
travel arrangements should be made personally and not 
with Eileen and should not be charged to the IMR 
acc^^Tit at the House of Trave^ (See Jester, Greenwood, 
Ware "^reivogel, or Ginger if you have questions). 

Unless there is a holiday or that FERDC secretaries 
are on vacation, you should have your check for trivel, 
pel diem, and Lun.sulLiiig wituin t^O uavS. \ou mUSt write 
Eileen a check (made out to House of Travel) and have 

anied in your rer^orts to Diane before picking up your 
check from Hi leen> 
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Based on the consulting report, the liaison officer 
will write a consulting letter to the project coordinator 
and PAC Chairman within five working days after receiving 
the consulting report. During September, liaision 
officers should turn in the consulting dates for the 
entire year to Diane (remember to check dates out with 
PAC) and the names of the first five consultants 
(August through December). 
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Liaison Officer Role Description 

1. Kill attend 90*^5 of '^official" liaison officer and Follow Through 
meetings. 

2. Will turn in schedules of consultants at least five months in 
advance to Diane Beck in September and December. 

3. Will follow up to see that consulting reports and inserice data 
summary turned in are within two working days after the consultant's 
return to Gainesville. 

4. Will write a consulting letter within five working days after 
receiving the consulting report. 

5. Will communicate directly with the PAC Chairman at least once every 
two months to assess PAC progress (monitoring data) and consulting 
needs . 

6. Communicate (in addition to the consulting letter) with project 
coordinator at least once Der month to assess community needs in 
terms of objectives attai.iment (monitoring data) and to plan 
consulting activities. 

7. Will personally visit his community during the time of proposal 
preparation and render appropriate assistance as well as reviewing 
the proposal once it is prepared. Will insist that PAC also be 
involved ?n this process. 

8. Will schedule consultants to communicate with school administration 
(and if possible school board) at least every two months. 
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Job Description of the Florida Policy Advisory ^'nmiittee Consultant 

A. Meet individually with the Director and the PAC chairman to discuss 

PAC issues and concerns. 
B« Meet with the PAC officers to discuss PAC issues and meeting plans. 

Attend a PAC meeting to observe how the PAC functions. 

Be prepared to participate, if called upon, to help with PAC problems 

which luay arise during the meeting. 
£• After the meeting, discuss with the PAC chairman and Director then put 

in writing all suggestions or recomr.endations concerning the improvenent 

of PAC operations. 

Meet with principals, PEs, teachers, other Follow Through staff and 
conununity organization representatives, either individually or collecti\e 
to discuss and emphasize the role and importance of the PAC. 
G* Render specific help to PACs such as: 

1. organizing the PAC in accordance with the Follow Through guidelines. 

2. Aiding in interpreting? the guidelines of the PACs and parents. 

3. Assisting in drafting a set of PAC by-laws for adoption. 

4. Helping to devise a PAC calendar of activities. 

£• Developing ways to get more parents active and involved in the PAC, 

6, Helping to establish working sub-comnittees as needed. 

?• Assisting the PAC in contacting and working with other local agencies 

which could be of benefit. 
8. AidiTig in Getting up ways for the F.AC to help evaluate the local 

Follow Through program. 
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9. Helping to establish PAC .grievance procedures. 
10. Assisting with the developnent of PAC budgets. 

H. Work with the U.S. Office of Education National Follow Through 
staff as requested. 

I. Meet with the -^AC chairmen as a group to discuss and help resolve 
problems and issues. 

J. Attend the sunmer workshopCs) held at the University of\lorida. 
After each consultant visits, the Florida consultant 

A. forwards a written report, within five days, to the Director of 
the Institute for Developnent of Ha-nan Resources and the liaison 
officer of the corj^unity visited; 

B. calls if necessary, the liaison officer, to relate any information 
necessary before the report is sent; 

C. forwards in writing to the visited coirjnunity's director and PAC 
chairman, a report of impressions and recommendations as a result 
of the visit; 

D. contacts the USOE Project Officer, if necessary, to reiate matters 
Of concern after consultation with the appropriate liaison officer; 

E. keeps on file records and copies of the kinds of assistance given 
to the coinniunity on each visit. 
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Final Report 
Tampa, Florida 
1973-74 

Dr. A. B. Packer 

The Tampa FT project has been under the able leadership of Mrs. Clara 
Nuccio since its inception. Mrs Nuccio has continued to provide stability 
and direction to the large staff of teachers and parent educators. She has 
also continued the maintenance or favorable relationships betv^een the three 
school principals and the Follow Through staff. Mrs. Nuccio has worked with 
the parents in the PAC in such a manner that many of the parents have dev€i.l- 
oped excellent leadership skills. As we have mentioned in previous reports 
some parents who were formerly quite negative towards Follow Through have 
switched and become extremely supportive, Mrs. Carol Pitts^the FT PAC Chair- 
woman^ is a shining example of a parent who has made a rather remarkable change 
from an "aginner" to a strong leader. Again it has been Mrs. Nuccio 's strong 
and persuasive leadership skills which have made such changes possible. 

Another positive attribute of Mrs, Nuccio is her skill in involving a 
wide variety of community agency workers in her staff leadership training ses- 
sions. She uses such persons as the Director of the Manpower Program, the Com- 
niunity Action Agency and a number of the central staff of the Hillsborough Coun- 
ty Public Schools. 

Another person who has significantly strenthened the Tampa FT work is 
Loretta Vac ant i the Task Specialist. She has worked diligently with teachers 
and P.E's in task development and delivery. Fortunately funds are available to 
support her uork for the "4-75 year. 

The Teachers 

The classroom teachers in Tampa are generally supporti\e and cooperative. 
Tricv still maintain the position thai IT letjuiies hulj.^taiiliall v niui o oi thc^i 
than i? reuMircd of a retnilar teach^-r. Our consultants report that teachers 



are effectively i-sin.; the P.F's m the classrooms. 
The P.t.'s 

Through the years i>e have had a good group of P.E.'s m Tampa. This is 
partially substantiated by the fact that a good number of them have taken advan- 
tage of opportunities to further their education and hav,' completed 4-year de- 
gree programs. \l least three of these persons will be taking teaching positions 
m Tampa classrooms for the "^4-75 school year. 

We have had a regular turnover in P.E.^s this year which has required that 
new persons be trained to carry out tiieir work. A large amount of staff time 
is required for this training. 

The computer data indicates that we need to continue working with P.E.'s 
so that they will improve their delivery of the task. Too often the P.E.'s only 
"told" and "showed'' the tasks to the parents. 

A good number of the P.E.'s also apparently didn't make : special attempt 
to adapt the task to the parents when delivering it. And again there is eviden- 
ce that parents must be better trained in using desirable teaching behaviors 
when working with their children. 

In general the P.E.'s reported that the parents saw the tasks as important 
for their children and that the children were successful in completing the tasks. 

The Parents 

In my opinion the Tampa 11 parents compose a significant social force. 
Their letter wntine campaigns and Washington trip-taking witness to this fact. 
They have repeated 1\ niet uith the county school administrators and with school 
board members to express their concerns about the value of the program to them 
and cheir families. Ihey have had the Supemtendent of schools in attendance 
at their PAC meeting:^. In fact they expect that school, cc.nmunity and state 



3 



.'i rL"4ulji atltM^.Jdncc at their session^. 

^- 'Ki ^.^.oura^^LJ ant^ orjnotcJ this miuI action 



'1 - 



.cioiii.t L-.J (r-ialit> of fcodbaol. fron hoiiv.^ proviJca ^y tnr IM , tc 



1.' f ar^'i ita fron (^a) aesv 1 1 le written in kmnanS r— --^ f.:r yviwci" 
i] ^ -raff, parent^, P.L.'s and teachers m 1 iinpa! 

" rt. a t the mvolvencnt of parents in ta^k devcioprr.ent . 

'i:r^a.>e t!i-j .Cxiount of parent participation and involvement in the class 
^r.yr^^_^'^ th.it teachers and parents actually see theinselxes as parent.-^ m 
^ i ] d ' ediicat \ on . 



Final Report 
Lac du Flojp.beau, l\ash.ngton 
1973-^4 

R. E. Jester 

This an unu.^ual year primarily because the school principal had 
decided to attempt coordinating the program in addition to his regular 
duties . 

Dr. Ware and Dr. Jester worked with the staff and Mr. BauiTian in early 
September. Both left with the uneasy feeling that there might be problems 
but were, at the same tiine, optimistic. - 

The next consultant visit was not made until January. ^^Mrs. Pat Olmsted 
reported that there were some problems with model implementation. Particularly 
in that home visits were not being made in the expected quantity or quality. 
The next visit, in Februarv , was made simultaneously by Mr. James Bracey and 
and Dr. Williar' Ware. The focus was to be on home visits and in strengthening 
the PAC. This secined to help. Dr. Ware also followed up ^y making a March 
visit. The Jollow-up indicated a much strengthened r\C, increased parent 
involvement, and awareness^ on Mr. Baunan's part that these changes were occum 

Dr. Gordon Greenwood made a visit early in April which seemed to indicate 
that the program waS beginning to smooth out. Greenwood's visit was a positive 
influence and the program was now beginning to align better with the guide- 
lines . 

The final visit vva< made by Dr. R. Jester. 'The indications vvcre \ery 
positive in almost all aspects of the program, There is little doubt that 
the pru^riri b> lall of 19"4 will be m complete compliance with all !-oll 
Through ^[Uideliiie^ .mU with Sponsor ubiC'^tivcs 



A half-t."e ^oordLm^-or h<is bt.*en hirca and will urdOT\:o c\ten-i\e {^rt 
service tra^nint;, .is \svll as follov, a{' iii-serMce cvn^ul t it i on . 

The "tear i9"i-"5 sho^s prorate of bem^^ hapry, ,^ord, m ct^'ipl lance , 
'inu abovL' all an exceptional exrcriLnce f.^r the children. 
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Di . Matt I bo-^,-^L nr 



Nbdel III a r- ^t^- 



Our o h ; c V * . \ - at ^ ' 1 1 t ■ e , n !u p r \ > a r u « ^ r <. p a r 1 1 a i 1 > 1* t . 

imt. a It: a i.f : [r-vL^^r^t w r-> i. .|'ro\ ir.^; ^lu -^ill^ ut Xi.iZ'i'.-r- ' ?! c f f 1 1 \ c i \ 
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Rlv , Leon Lvcrett is nuw scliooi * mfJ ctiainnan, and a nevv super-- 
K;i»'nJL*nt ^id> icLH ciioseu. 'Ihe reLitionship vsith the scnool district 
i> ver\ ^ood cind their support has been cvcclleiit. 

The succt"'^"^ o f Hoiiston ' s prograi:; continues to be in part on the 
growtli m adii- vji.'i nt of the children m the pro^rari. Houston continues 
to be fortunate to have an eAcellert eviluation piogram that continues to 
work well w , t tri',^ liotrict's evaluation department. 

It i_. hoped that the next year jousi'J': rab ie effort >m 11 Dv .pent 
on Dejirable leachin^^ Be[ia\iors and ho.ne visits with teachers and parent 
educator^, R v coorJinatoi ha-- not [:jet;n m good health tins year, but 
her assist.Aut ^i.. done au excellent job in administering the p^^ogram, 

it ts v^ith great jil'„a^'Mre tlie ue^X ve ir lool- s good fjr lelationship 
^itr. tbie sch. .M_Mrj» --^.ho^l a^:: . i n i s t r,i t-^ r - , and *:he FoUc^w i7iroUt:h -taff 
rhiN coM.-erar ^ ^ff.-it is a r'.eaningtul and ' .-^itive one that has bet:, 
de r 1 1 ed to r t j n'j , 



Final Report 
Winnsboro , South i\irol ma 

Dr. Simon 0. John^«;ti 



The Fol lo'yv -Til rough F'roiecl in Winnsboro, South Carolina, is 
operating in two schools locited about 15 niil^^^ apart. The nurdon 
School IS located m the town of Winnsboro, and ^ueger School is 
located in the r^ral area. There are 22 cla^sroons fl-8; 2-7; "j 
and 601 children participating; in the progr.L^i. TuiriCH'er rate is 
about 14^o for teachers and for parent 'ucators> 

The following goals .>ere identified ab the most ii^portant ones 
to accomplish during the 1973-'74 school year; 

1. Increase conununity auart;.ies:^ and acceptance of the progran. 

2. Tram the task specialist to plan .md to conduct more etfectiv^^ 
insei-^'ice v^orkshops fcr teacher^ and ^^arent Educators, 

3. Assist Parent Lducators in ue\eloping additional skills m 
the use of the Desirable Teaching; r^havior^ when presenting 
a task. 

4. Ircrease the number ot parent ^fnerated tasks. 

5. Encourage the school officials ind directors of other projects 
in Fairfield Countv to c:^:itinuc operating p<irts of the pro 
grams after the cor.pletion of the phase out> 

Fvaluation of the lioals 

In attempting to accomplish the tirst i^oal { co'TUiUin i ty luar^ ries^) 
and the fifth goal fccm t muat lor. cjt th.e Prf.'jecti ihc \'r(\'L'<zt i)i rcctnt 
and the staff ccnnpleted th.e toiiovsin^; .icrr.ities 

.\ . An open house w p-l-inprj in oi'Jer lor i itizen- r -v^ r'^ t 

^/roeran in operation 
B , Articles c on c o rn i u,; t h e \ r o j ♦ t '^t i*. p la . -1 i i t ; . ^ i 1 
newspaper and 'it radi j md tel'^. . i. r t.it : ^ 
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C, Local busincob ^ exscns were invited in to learn more about 
the program. 

D, Key citizens were lavited to learn more about the prograin. 

Tl' .'rareness goal seemed to have been met with about 90% etfectUe- 
ness. I -J t u 1 1 y , the efforts will encourage the target group to look 
With fa\or upon keeping parts of the Project in operation alter the 
phase out . 

Goal naTiber t^o f training task specialist to condu>^t workshops) 
was not v'er\ successful. The major problen was that the rcgilar task 
specialist.^ fTrower) requested .u;.. received a leave ui absence duiin^ 
the first pirt of the year 19"-. Her repiacenent (Black) spent the 
first TDonths -itte^ipting to learn ^ job. Therefore, the continuity 
from the insen'ice Trower r-.eived in August and September wasn't 
continued. This goal will continued during the iQ'^A-'^S school year. 

Goal three tP.i . devel pmg becoming more effective m the use of 
HBs) and four (inciease the u^e of parent generrxted task^J were given 
much conbiderat i^n. in the absence of an experienced task specialists^ 
cor\sultants wer^^ scheduled to work witti teachers and Pf ' s in .m effort 
to accomplish the goal-. Fven chough progress wa^ ^hown m each of the 
abo\ ^ area'^, additi.ni.il aM^^tince is needed. Tbei^e >^oals will be 
addressed ^^^re foiLcfullv duiUiL^ the snn^-^er 'vorh'-ho|) in Vv i boro . 
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the project. 

Wmnsboro still has .nany problems that should be solved, for 
example, hos to encourage the school officials to appropriate funds 
m order to keep parts of the program in operation after the phase 
out. Nevertheless, much progress has been made, the Project 
IS running smoothly. 
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Final Report 
Lawrenceburg , Indiana 
1973-74 

Dr. G. E . Greenvvood 

The Foi low Through Program in Lawrenceburg , Indian^ , appeared 
to prett) much function the same way during 1973-74 as it did 
during 19"2-75. In spite of consulting efforts the contrary, 
the strengths and weaknesses sec^m to remain the same. 

A number of sticngths can b^ cited. The program's comiaunity 
image has changed to the point where it is now the **in-thing" to 
have one's child in the progtajs. The superintendent of schools, 
the school board, and the building principal all support the pro- 
gram and are often seen at PAC meeting*^. It is the plan of the 
comunity to continue tfie program in tlic entering grade if the 
phase-out continues. So overall the program is strong. 

However, certain weaknesses remain to plague progress. Many 
teachers and soTie parent educators still believe that *'the class- 
room is where it is at" and, as a result, some teachers don't plan 
with their parent educators M\d some parent educators simply don't 
make weekly home visits. Many of the tasks are of poor quality 
and are poorly dt^livered, PL absenteeism is sometimes excessive, 
lo make matters worse, the project administration has to be 
^.res^ured by the model sponsored hef{;re attempts are ni^ide to deal 
with the .e ])roljicrT^s lineally 



The other big prablern ire;: cuntmuL-s lo ^-.e that of PAC. 
Whilt the PAC chairperson is nov, a iuw income parent, no one work 
with her locaiiv to h.elp hv*r learn hor role. Many of tlie rK,eting 
are without decihion-inaking purpose anJ involve speaker? and 
"entertamrieni . ' M>o, the participation of low-incorie parents i 
IS still far bu'ow tliat of uppe r- 1 riconie parents. Perhaps ncj.t 
,rear will be the vear that the PAC wiii reail> get moving. 

Overall, the Law rencebur^: pn^gran is strong but has a Flw 
problens th it fiave not lent tiieniNclves tu ea-v solution. 



Final Report 
Jdcksonvi lie , F Ion da 
1975-74 

Dr. G h. Greenv\uod 

li.^"3-74 ha> bceii j year of cri^u^ and rcor^aru zat j on for 
the Jack.sui. V 1 1 I c Follow Through Pro^^rani. During tlie first halt' 
of the year old antagomsins between thL I'roje'^t ('oordmator an^^ 
the PAC werL 'ncrca^cd to the point of Lrisjs. The culminatLng 
event ^ were the hiring of d parent invol\enent *>pccialist without 
the full approval ot \\\C and the expectation on the part the 
Project Coordinator that PAC would sign off on the 1975-74 pro- 
P'^sal vvitn^ut fully examininj^ it. H^e ensuing crisis led to a 
change in Project Coordinators. Ihe new Coordinator, Jeanette 
Hazouri, ha^ been \ery off e^^tive thu- tar m reestabl i sh ' ng g<?od 
relations with tue P-\C and m trying to htai ether "old wound^." 
Siie has also [)eein effect i\e in retraining her staff to assui:ie 
leadership rok^ in the program, 

Jacksonville's ^trer.gths would then ap[)ear to bv a new 
dynamic, and ef fee tue Project Coorduiator , a reorganired Follow 
Throu^;h stafi, and an effective, ''happy*' PAC operating under stron 
P\C leadersiup, Phei.e elcTr.cait^ appear to have such general over. 
strengtli th.at th program fwuillv ippeirs likely to ^uawd. 

However, there are a nuiTibor of areas we<iMRss tfwt nu^t 
b( w.r^* : un . First, che pr^.i'r in ^ , ^pr^Md over a firge rwvr'j'i r 
ot scliocfis and »^ ^ 1^' .lu^'^t principal-- arc ^^.pportiv, a *^'u .m^c m-t 
and mist he worked with, '-^cond, while ^^he P \{ u g^MUM^iilv runct 
Hig better than fver, ^-^^^ op th^.' \(. ^ X vr'. t.^ntjn.ii- t,^ I'd 



strengthening. Third, many of the home learning tasks arc of 
poor quality and are pooriy delivered. A '^reater number of 
parent-generated tasks need to be written up and sent into homes. 
Foui-th, bome of the parent educators aren^t making home vis it b 
and aren^t turning in PEWR^s. Last, some of the teachers aren^t 
planning with their parent educators and seem to be supported m 
this by their puncipal. 

Most of the upper-administration and parents continue to 
be supportive of the program. It is in a very good position to 
have its very best year during 1974-75. 



Final Report 
Ri chmond , Vi rgi n i :i 
1973-74 

Dr. W. F. Breivogel 

Although there was a minimum of court ordered student movement this 
year (there was transfer of some students to other schools because of over- 
crowding pairing of schools) there was a continuing problem of stability 
of personnel (teachers, Parent Educators) especially in the evaluation 
position. The year (1975-74) started with Ray Garguilo as Follow Through 
evaluator. (He had been cvaluator for 1972-73) but moved to another posi- 
tion in the Riclunond school system in September. After a lapse of two 
months a young woman (Sally Kelly) was hired Ln November (73). By this time 
many of the projected plans for pre-data collection were not possible to 
accomplish, in fact many of the instruments which were to be used to collect 
the data had not been developed/ selected by December when Dr. Bill IVare 
vivited Richmond to offer assistance to Ms. Kelly. By March (74) Ms. Kelly 
had left the position. She was not replaced then and will not be replaced 
for the coming year (1974-75). 

There were also some problems with PEWR forms being collected from 
the Parent Educators and sent to Florida for processing. T\\e person in 
that role will not be with Richmond Follow Through next year. A system 
has been developed to remedy this problem and a dependable, competent 
person will be placed in ihis position. 

There was also a problem in the area of career development. Tiie 
person in that position wall not be with Follow Through next year anJ the 
position will not be filled. 

Richmond Follow Vhrough has been fortunate m the school r^y^ten 
support It has gained over the years. There are three ar^M supcruit- ui* -it . 



in Richmond with Foilcw 'Flirough schools in each of these areas. Two of 
the three area directors (Nat Lee, furmer Richmond Federal Projects Dir- 
ector has been a strong supporter and has been to Florida a number of times, 
his assistant Lun Nix is now Federal Projects Director, is a strong suppo-^ter 
and has been to Florida a number of times. Ms. Lois Jones was a former prin- 
cipal of a Richjnond Follow Fhrough School, she is a strong supporter, and 
had also been to Florida. The third area director Dr. Bob Frossard has be- 
come knowledgeable about the program and is a st^on^ supporter. 

The Rev. Myles Jones, pre:>ident of the Richmond Board, has been to 
Florida and is a strong supporter. 

PAC has had consistent leadership over the years. There has been a 
strong, supporting central core of people who have given exceptional a- 
mounts of time to the Richmond P-\C. 

With all the problems: personnel and continuing movement of children 
from school to school, there continues to be great interest on the part of 
parents in the Follow Through program. Richmond has demonstrated good faith 
by channeling Title I money into d limites summer program for Follow 'Ilirough 
children. Follow Through has also set the pace in Richmond for parent in- 
volvement which is mandated in Title I. 
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Final Report 
Philadelphia, Pennsyivani a 
1973-74 

Dr. Barry J. Guinagh 

Belov\ are the objectives set out for 1974-75. The Summary of 1973-74 
will be based on these objectives. 

The first objectives for 74-75 is to strengthen the entire local inservice 
training staff so the\' can take over in[:ervice and preserve ce training. During 
73-74, the coordinator of the program, Mrs. Floyda Marcus, had two deaths in her 
ijnmedi::te family. This hurt the continuity of the program. The staff understands 
the model well; the problems come in administering the model. There has been much 
trouble in seeing that the program is carried out during 73-74, This is maijily 
due to the deatns in Mrs. Marcus' family. 

The second objective for next year is to increase the number of parents partic- 
pating in r\C and at committee meetings. Some gains have been made in this area 
during I9"5-''4. There is nou a monthly team meeting with all the staff, adminis- 
tration, representatives from the superintendent's office, along with parents, who 
discuss problems. This gives parents the chance to be heard. In addition, the 
Follow Through parents organized this past >'ear to object to the cut backs in Follow 
rhrough. Their efforts were successful, and the entering grades were refunded, 
although at a smaller funding level. Several of the parents in the Florida Follow 
Through model are very active in PAC, and Dons Cohen is the chairperson of the city 
wide PAC. Naturally, there is Iways room for improvement, particularly at Stevens 
School where there is little parent involvement; but in general the parent partic- 
ipation has been a bright spot in T'5-'^4. 

The third objectixc fcr '^A-'^S is to increase the percentages of home vi'-it^ 
completed. This has been a real prohlen m "3-74, \ letter was written to Lee 
Scott, Director of follow Thrcu>.:h. 
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"^s you know, in the past we have been concerned with the number 
of home visits rr.ade m the Honda Model follow Through Program. Since 
the home visit is the core of our model, a low percentaL^e of hcTne visits 
indicated the model is not being implemented. 

We have done an analysis of the percentages of visits made by school. 
We find great differences between the completion rate between Stevens and 
Nebinger^. For exainpie, at Nebinger 25.21 of the possible visits were_not 
attempted. In neither case is this as low as our national average fl5"6 
not attempted), but the figure for Nebmger certainly indicates an effort 
while the hi^^h figure of 65.5'c of visits not even attempted indicates that 
the model is not being implemented there. It also should be rioted that the 
figures for Nebinger have improved since the beginning of the year. 

The percentages for completed visits also indicate the same problem. 
At Nebinger, 48.9^6 of the visits are made, while at Stevens only 15.7^ of 
the visits are made. This compares to our national average of bZ^'o . We 
are also not receiving all the Parent Educator Iveekiy Reports, PFWR'sl 
necessary to give an accurate account of the program. At Nebinger 20.4^6 
of the weekly reports are not received, 'Ahile at Stevens the figure is 
49.6*'o. This compares to our national average of 17%. 

We are asking that the program at Stevens not be included in the 
1973-74 national evaluation. Since the Florida Model has not been implemented 
at Stevens, it is m.isrepresentat i ve to evaluate Stevens School as if it 
were implementing che Florida Model, becond, we need to discuss further 
with you what can be done to see that the model Is implemented at Stevens 
during the next school year." 

The above letter was answered by both Lee Scott and Morris Berkowitz, 
Principal at Stevens stating that the weekly home vists would be reviewed weekly 
and an audit would be made of individual work of parent educators. 

The forth objective uas to increase the knowledge and acceptance of the Florida 
Parent Education Program by school administrators. This has been done. Lee Scott 
is very supporti\e of the program. She is generally supportive of parent involve- 
ment . 

The fifth objective is to increase teacher acceptance of <ind participation 
In the program with p^irticular emphasis on teacher planning. There has been little 
change m the involvement of teachers. The model still is having difficulty getting 
teachers invol\ed with the home visit phase of the program. 
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The sixth objective for next year is to increase the number of parent 
generated tasks. There has been improvement in this area in 75-74. There is 
now a parent curriculum committee, and several parents are spending a great deal 
of time developing activities for home visits. 

The seventh objective for 74-75 is to increase the amount of consulting 
activity in the classroom. This has been done to some degree in 75-74. The 
consultants have met with several of the classroom te:ur.s and have discovered 
problems. The consultants aKays tr>' to talk to the teacher about what they 
saw during the home visit. ^ 

The major problem in Philadelphia continues to be the low percentage of 
home visits completed. We hope that with the development of a weekly audit 
of each parent educator's performance this situation will improve in 74-75. 
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Final Report 
Yakima, Washington 
1973-74 

William B. Ware 

The Follow Through program m Yakima, Washington progressed at an 
excellent rate under the capable direction of Ms. Anna Uebelacker. Since 
the inception of the project in 1968, Yakima has been able to develop 
some excellent local resources from which the project can draw support. 

The central staff of the project is capable of working intensively 
with new teachers and parent educators coming into the program, and is 
also capable of working continually with the staff already in the program. 
Adequate evaluation services are available locally in addition. 

During 1973-74 five separate sitevisits were made bv sponsor repre- 
sentatives. Dr. Ware, the liaison officer, visited the project in August 
to assist with the initial training of new personnel. At that time, it 
was noted that there was a high degree of involvement on the part of local 
staff. It was also noted at the time that the PAC needed organization 
and tie leadership needed to be developed. In January, Dr. Johnson vis- 
ited Yakima to work with several groups of teachers in the use of learning 
centers and parent educators in the classroom. 

In February. Ms. Olmsted visited the project. Major activities of 
her visit included hone visiting with parent educators and inservice 
for parent educators centering on the use of DTB's. llie implementation of 
the DTBVs in home visits i< one of the few weak spots m the program in 
Yakima . 



-2- 



ERIC 



Dr. Jester visited the project in April. A good part of his vrisit 
was devoted to contact with groups of parents and other community groups 
The last visit of the vear was made by Dr. Ware. In addition to tying 
up some loose ends, he also observed some teacher-PE planning sessions, 

which could use some strengthening. Also, a review of home visits in- 

1 

dicated a weakness in DTB implementatis)n. 

In conclusion, the Yakima project s^^ems basically sound. Two areas 
needing attention during 1974-75 are DTB iiitp^lementation and PAC (parent) 
organization. \ 
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Final Report 
Chattanooga, Tennessee 
1973-74 

William B. Ware 



The academic year 1973-'^4 was one of drastic changes for the project 
m Chattanooga. Tliese changes can be traced to the implementation of a 
court order to engage m cross town busing for purposes of desegregation. 
The court order was enacted in January. Prior to that time, the program 
progressed as might be expected, with the sponsor providing such services 
as necessary to implement the ^'standard" Florida Parent Education program. 
After the court order, initial efforts attempted to seek ways in which to 
implement the regular prograra under the new conditions. After a short time, 
the combination cf new local conditions and reduced Federal support for 
1974-75 becc'me persuasive and changed the course of tue Chattanooga project. 

After joint meetings of LEA staff, sponsor representative, and pro- 
ject officer, it was agreed that Chattanooga should attempt to modify the 
Parent Education Model to fit local conditions. A good deal of subse- 
quent energy was used to clarify the nature of the program and its rela- 
tionship to the sponsor . 

The modified program will continue to stress the sponsor philosophy 
of involving parents in the education of their children. However, rather 
than having two paraprof essionial aides/classroom making home visits, the 
outreach will be managed by a home-school paraprofessional coordinator who 
will work with groups of parents in addition to making home contacts. 

At this time it is difficult to assess the status of the project in 
Chattanooga. However, a combination of factors (a dedicated coordinator 
and capable staff, a committed LEA, and experienced parents) would suggest 
that the program in Chattanooga will continue to be effective as it has 
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Final Report 
Jonesboro, Arkansas 
1973-74 

Rodman Webb 

The Jonesboro, Arkansas Follow Through Project has rebounded nicely 
from the problems created in the school system by the disastrous tornado that 
ravaged the area some time ago. During this year an effort was made to improve 
the quality of home visits. All consultants emphasized this topic (though it 
was not our exclusive concern) and progress was evident. Jonesboro teachers 
and PEs performed well on the Desirable Teaching Behavior instrument and the 
quality of home visits was improved. A higher completion rate was achieved in 
qualified homes and great progress was made in the completion rate in non- 
qualified homes as well. The 72-73 school year ended with a completion rate 
in qualified homes of 58.24''o but a 74.41-0 completion rate was maintained through 
April, 1974. Tlie no PEWR rate dropped in this category from 23.5*^0 to 7.7% 
over the same period. The non-qualified category improved from a completion 
rate of 25.71% at the end of 72-73 to a rate of 53.37% through April, 1974. 
The no PEWR rate fell from 66.4% to 13.3% over the same period. 

There is a need to improve the quality of teacher-PE planning sessions 
and to instill in teachers a higher sense of responsibility for the quality of 
PE performance. We plan to improve m this area by arranging home visits for 
selective teachers. 

The PAC functions in Jonesboro as an effective and forceful body when 
there are specific tasks to be tackled. In normal, unproblematic times, however, 
PAC serves only a perfunctory function. It's meetings are not large unless 
entertainment or some other come-on is advertised. There are PAC activities, 
however, uhich serves a useful community function (arts and crafts classes 
for example) but the organization is not intimately and ongoingly connected with 
the daily functions of the Follow Through Project in Jonesboro. We hope to make 
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improvements m this area during the next year. 

The coordinator, Nettie Wiitehead, is the backbone and 4riving force 
of the Joncsboro program. She is hard working, personable and jtalented in 
her job. She manages to handle an enormous amount of work and jto do it 
effectively anJ with a good deal of grace. She has, however, rore work than 
any one person can handle and is in need of assistance. A fuL time social 
worker and a full time task-parent educator specialist would improve ^.c 
program significantly. 

The classroom practices in Jonesboro continued to be a strong point 
of the program. Teacher-Parent Educator relationships are strong and PEs 
are, for the most part, used productively la the classroom. Principals have 
been cooperative and both teachers and parent educators have been geniunely 
supportive of the program. 



